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Preface

This is a two volume evaluation of the Vermoklt Model PAP Child
Care Service System. The study was conducted by the Leadership
institute for Community Development under a twelve-month 'grant_
(H-394:) from the Evaluation Branch of the Ofice of Child
Develipment in the Department of HealthiEduc,tion and Welfare,.

. Since studies of this type tend to focus on ,deficiencies
and unsolved prgblems in .the search for pragma is excellencd,
they may neglect important achievements oc crelte false impres- .

sions of failure, We hope such an imhalance-hzs.been avoided
in this report. While we have been evaluatively critical

. throughout, I want tb take this opportunity to .'ommend all those,
involved in the Vermont pretest for their hii:rd-working, talented

_ dedication and their valubble accomplishments iii this difficult
'pioneer effort. . .

.

. .i+,
.

.

Many people contrilmAed their time, talents \and energies to
this work and their naives -appear in the Appendix.\ Special 'thanks,
however, are due the small but mighty staff who helped to put
ithe jigsaw puzzle together, Martin Fisher, Cynthia\Faust, Arlene
Fonaroff and Krisa Vick. Words cannot express my gratitude to
L. Jane Titley whose talents and creative insight mere matched
by her long,.devoted hours to the final preparation\o'f the report.

\
\

My thanks to the people in Washington and. VerMont who
had the courage and.imagination.to pretest. a difficult program
and who raised the evaluation questions which formed the basis
for'.this study. T4inks, also, to the dozens of patient people
who shared with us their documents, experiences, prob19Ms
and r,uggestions during those long intierviews and telephone
calls in Washington, Bdston and Vermont.

To Lois-ellin Datta, Esther Kresh and the federal review.
panel,, may deep appreciation for their support and cri-kical
comr-,e.n is

And thanks tb Jack Mailnion and the LICD Board of Directors
for their support andconfidence during an exciting year of hard
work.

:Po all; many thanks.

Washington, D. C.

Eileen Siedman
Project Director.
LICD
June, 1972
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Introduction

Whv'Vermont? That seemed t.o be the standard question each time.
someone heard about-this study for the first time'. The .quesbion
was generally followed with skeptiCal comments about population
characteristics since Vermont's folk's- "were predominantly rural
whites who. lived all over the state, in and around tiny towns
and villages. As One state official put. it, "Vermont. is
medium sized city spread'over a 10,000 mile terrain.." What
possible value, then, could a pretest of a national day care
system have for the, rest .2f the country when Vermontwas so.
"different", they asked, if state characteristics rather
than national policies were the issue. And, in fact, Vermont
.as not "typical". But neither were New York, Alaska, West
Virginia; Alabama, Connecticut, Hawaii, or Ohio. For each of
the fifty states had its-own characteristics, geography,
traditions and population mix, and none of those factors turned
out to be significant research variables for two important
reasons.

First, this was a systems study an intensive examination
of the way federal and state resources'were used to provide
statewide day care services for working parents under a proposed
welfare reform plan.

Since federally funded programs were wrapped in identical
boxes and tied with the same.red tape, no matter which state
received them, state and local'differences of type and degree
were important factors but national administrative regulations
were the' same, so Vermont was as good as any other place to
pretest the model FAP day care system. The'forMs and controls
were standard and the new rules were designed for a national
program.

Second, the factor of ubiquitous humanity presupposes that
jieople are people, regardlessof, how they look, where they live
o the.?hsource,of incOMe. Gil:en that, the servicg delivery
-humanneeds in'Vermoht.could be equated with those in the rest
of the country so that judgment5: about "how well" to beet
those needs were considered transferrable ,t.o other ,states.

The dilemma,' of course, was first to learn "what really'
happened" when Vet-Mont was 4inded' to plan; organiZe,and operate
a model day care delivery stein in the context of the proposed
Family Assistance Plan, and second, to find a way
to assess""how -well" the model 'ft Tictioned to achieve its
objectives.- In the final analysis, achievement of thil',program's
goals should have been measured by whether or not .its lientele
public was bAter off, worse off -(7,r unchanged as a resu 't of
the program, activity, but this evaluation stopped-short of- that..



objeCktive. Instead, we'were naked to limit our assessment of
the kirmont experionce.to the dministtative implementation of
the statewide PAP day care system; and we ha',0 clone so.

hottO be "just another evaluation' study" but ,

an attempt to identify and desc'ribe, spec4ic factors of policy
and implementation in oraer.to suggest remedial alternatives
for immediate action by national decision Makers and state.
officials.

THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY

In the context of national priorities, .the child carecoM-.'
ponent in FAP is part of a broader plan to increase the
numbers of employable men and women with outlets to the
labor market vis-a-vi's assurance Of quality care for depend-
ent_children dtiring the work day. '

In exaMining the planning process, we first considered
the basic questions posed by the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare:

1: Wheat was the-planning_process. in Vermont?

2: How closely did it follow proposed. federal,
state and local guidelines?

3. Where and why did it diverge from such
guidelines?

4. Were there alternativesposed,for'the course;
of action eventually taken? m

What problems were,involved in. its development?

G. What can-be learned from this experience which
will be.useful to nationaPpolicy makers?'

-

Additionally, we also considered the following

\

questions: :
,..pt

1.. _What is the validity of the guidelines, s_,
well as their impact on the planning process?

\1

2. What was the genesiE and development of t e
whole FAI: pretest in Vermont, as these af ected
the day care component planning process?

. N
.

3. Whatvas the influence on the planning pro\Fe3s
.

.

of the working relationships among and between
, federal and state staffs? .

,
\

4- What use was made pf' subcontractors for the\
collection and analysig of data and the pro'
vision of technical assistance and staff \

'training during the planning process?

9

O
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5 Whatowas t &role of community level people
in the planning process? .\.

6. . How did decsion-making occ r in the planr.ing
process? . ,'

7. What was the\importance of information, and its
\

use in the planning.process',
, 1 ,

\

Q . .

, .

Specific answers to these two groups of quejtionsappear
inPart I --Summary: Conclusions and Recommends ions.

\ ..

HEW's basic question ,to the state, of ;Vermont was: "How does
a State organize resoUrces\to quickly establish a, Ch:ld care
system which will suppor't FAP employment objectiveS?"1/
Therefore, LICD's phase two\investigation of the FAP child care
operating system was concernedwith, the following issues:

\ .

A. How valid were the basiC assumptions of the
.

child care provisions of theFAP legislation?
,

\ .
,

B., What were the costs of admiffistering the System
and how coUld these be-essessed?

C. To what extent were:child care delivery system
variables responsive tO the needs of FAP
eligible families? :---\

q
.

.

D. To,what,extent was the Operating system an :,

implementation of the Operations Plan?,
. ,

. , .

E. "How well" and'"how quick y" did the .operatihig
system work to attain the pretest objective ot::.
a statewide delivery syst m to provide "stable . -

quality clild care for FAP eligible families ?" 2/

;F. What were the state and'looaLfactors which
fqcilitated or inhibited dgiyery of "stable,
quality childcare service?

G. What. were the broad problem re,-:s and the specific
problems of the, operating sy tem?- What. were
their causes and how could t ey be prevented?

1/ HEW Request for Proposi to evalue e the VermOnt Model ,FAP
Child, Care Service System.

2/ One other LICDAask concerned thejp
A
ovision of technical

assistance to Vermont in the dvelo ment of program quality
indicators. The LICD discussion of Vermont's- assessment of
program quality appears here in Vol e II, Chapter. 4, Controls
end:the complete Vermont report.has peen reprinted as Appendix P.
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The FAP cnild care planning procesSaccoMplisIlments were
measured againSt those expectations of it expressed in
written documents, proposed legislation, and LICD intexviewS
with staff.

.

This proved to be an elnsve .aSsignmeni... The,expeCta-
ztions identified were, for the most,partnebuloos and very
often contradictory or misunderstood:, VerMont was.given One
set of expectation in th0 VermOnt--D/HEw.ccintract, but'
never received oth rs.eXpressed kri the 0E6.".HEW agreement:
LICD interviews with federal, state and .1°60.1 people turned

.more
\

.stillup sl
%

. .

,
.

. .

Futher complicating all these differing ,levels' of
..

expectations was not only Vermont's Own idea of 'Oat, it
expeCted to achieve, but also its perception of whaas-
'required: of it by otherS.

!

To the extent possible, LICD evaluators
1

1. identified expected outcomes of\the -.7hild,care
pretest in general and of the panning Proce§s
in particular;.

V

2. classified .these 'expectations into major
categories; .

.

,
.

3.. identified accomplishments of: the"child care .

pretest in general,and of the planning proceSs
in particular ;.

4. classified these .accomplishmehts into the same
A

categories as the expectations; and
t.

5. analyzed the findings in order ,to draw conclusions
and make recommendations.

.. Y

This report endompasseS all aspects of the planning
prodess as they were reflected in the development of the
administrative system, the prepgratory arrange I-Cents by
federal and state staffs for transfer of operational
responsibility and funding to the local level, and th
development of the day r1.1,deliyery system.. ,

0

r.
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Volume II research focused on the administrative implementa-
tion of the Vermont day care system.. Data Caere, obtained from
legal documents which imposed requirements,correspondence,
memoranda, guidelines, contracts, Minutes of, meetings, records,

+reports, newspaper articles and other written .materials.1/
A literature search was also conducted for relevant day care
information and the Operations Plan was careilly critiqued
(as described in Volume II, Chapter 1, P. 1671.

Data were c6hlected\in the following

- 5

People ° N 8. Child/Adult,Ratios

2. Places 9. Ancillary Services

Things a. Transportation

4. Systems b. Health\
,(physical, me?ital

5. Time and dental)

6. Money c. Food

7. Fee/Rate Schedules 10., Licensing

Vermonters-were extremely cooperative in providing information
by telephone and mail, an important factor in this- study
because of its low bUdget. Persons interviewed in the field
represented state government, 4-C committees and day ca're sites.
LICD Staff interviewed. all-but one of the DHEW staff involved
in the Varmont child care pretest, all but one of the state
.officialt1 connected with the day -.care syStem and near4one third
of Vermont's day care providers.

LI.CD.,Jtaff-and part-time consultants-C-Onducted personal
interviews with 260 people throuthout the state; -etch of'whom
had a direct relationship with the operating. system."These
included 31 state employees, 13 4 -C leaders, 52 site operCETrz-,.,.__
55 site .staff, .21 members of site advisory boards and 8.8 parents.
Coded interview gui6es were prepared for each categbry of role

l't The i?pendix contains slimmary_data,cnPies_of documents and
identifies people and places visited in the lireld. A
glossary thas heeh provided as a convenient reference guide
to frequently used acronyms and key terms used in this report.

^
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in the system 1/ With interlockf'ng queations.to facilitate data'
tabulation and correlation; which was done manually.

'

4-C Interviews

During the week of Rarch 14-17, 1972, LICD sent two
interviewers into Vermont, one to cover four 4-C areas in the
northern half of the state and the other to cover the four
areas in the southern -part of the stlitel. One interview per
day was conduc-ed by each interviewer. LICD interviews at
the 4-C regional level were designed to obtain as much information
as possible about the operation of 4-C in Vermont and how it
related to the other components of the Vermont FAP child care
pretest.,

We planned to interview the 4-4.2 staff director in each of ,
the eight 4-C*regions, feeling that the full-time .paict staff
person would be closest to*the operation and better able to
give us the information we needed. In some cases, however,
where the paid 'staff person was'new or had not been as clOse
to the details as a member of, the 4-C'Comlietee, we interviewed
them together. For that reason, interverwees in Chapter 5 are
referred to as 4-C "leaders." ./

f-

Site Interviews

Fifty samplesites were selected for data pollec*tion.
11-1"iese included a representative sample of each type of Vermont
day care provider: .Licensed Were selected from the
official state list of approximately 150 homeS, group homes
and centers. Unlicensed facilities (caretaker homes) were
selected from a list of ZAsupplied by the area 4-C Committees.?/

Site selection criteria included type*of facility, location
by geography and 4-C area, number of children, accessibility to

'Interviewers 3/ and availability .of persons to be interviewed.
We made no' attempt to iiMit the sample to FAP participants since

' 1/ Semantics presented occasinal problems for LICD.staff because
several Vermont state units had the same names aS their
federal counterparts (Office of Economic Opportunity; Offide of
child Development, FAP) and were not always clearly sorted out.
In another example statewide nomenclature for what we called
"sites" was also confusing. Day care providers were classified
in at least six different ways, some of them overlapping.

2/ See Appendices F, G and H for details.

3/ ,e.g.,driving disAnces," weather conditionS, hours of operation,
etc.

o
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he day care system was supposed to, service the entire -state
nd, as -the data show, non -( e payihg 'youngsters ware enrolled
hroughout the state. LICDk'selection included Centers licensed
or over 30 children and those licensed for under 30 children,
ost of which operated out of homes. 1/ We also included a
enresr.ntative sample of FAP day care "alternative models"
.ncluding The Burlington High School Child Development Center;
he Vermont Home Care Enrichment Center and the day care.center
t Fort Ethan Allen, 2/ and The Lyndon State College Day Care '

enter.

'Ten'LICD interviewers covered 46 sites during the week of
Aril 10, 1972. We Wete obliged to cover the remaining four
iteS the following week due to an'unexpectedillness in the
amily of one of our staff.

Since one impor t aspect of our study was an assessment of
he information sysCtam, we used personal telephope contabts
o set up appointmOus about one week before each- visit.
ecauSe the informa4ity of the telephone gave us an opportunity
o answer questions about the purpose of our visit. and the nature
f our study, we hoped to avoid the erroneous impression that
e were'coming to evaluate

avoid
site or to.monitor its program.

n most cases, we achieved this ot..ective by telephone,in
dvance- In a few insta es, further elarification occurred.
uring the face to face ipetvrviews. Each of the ten interviewers
as,able 'to establish 'Lir4ct personal relations} p which
ontributed to the overall warm-hearted we
eceived thr-mghout th/ state.

The methodology required that persons interviewed respond
pontaneous19 and without preparation of any kind. If we had
een conducting a monitoring effort or a program quality
ssessment, the more traditional "introduction by lJtter'
cthod might have been apii'ropriate. Also, in'recOgnizing the
navoidable.imposition any outsider makes on a'busy day%I.are
peraticin,,w6 structured our visits so that we could cover all
nterviews at each site'in one'day. Interviews generally began
ith the site operator at about 1:00 p.m. while the children
ere napping, and finished with the parents when they came to
...ck up their children.at the end of the day.

In the first phase report f this study, Volume I-The
1.anning :Process, we describ and evaluated, that portiO-rTof 4

/ Of the. initial 50 Sites selected, we found, when calling
to make'apr,ointtents, that seven of them were no longer in .

. business, some of them for a while deSpite the fact that their....,,_
names appeayed on the current list of licensed day care facilities. ---

d
. . . 41 '

I

Operated by the University of Vermont.
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the pretest which was to have produced a model Operations
Plan. The second phase of this evaluation was originally con-
ceived as an assessment of how well the operating system was
working in relation to that plan. However, because the plan
did'not spell out a child care delivery system, the state',;'.
day care operation was olialuated separately.i/

As George Carcagno pointed cut in his lettr to'the LICD
Project: Director, Volume I of this report required,- to some
extent, "...unraveling a tangledskein of fact,. opinion,
emotive statements. and fantasy."_/ Volume II, on the other
hand, .describes the actual operation of Vermont's day care
system as it functioned at every level and'as it was experienced/ /
by the people who lived it. LICD evaluators observed the

4 evolution of a statewide system, almost from its very beginning,
and watched enthusiastic optimism turn to anger, frustration
and despair as expectatidns rose faster the system's
capability to respond to them.

What follows, then, is the story of Day Care in Vermont.

1/ The Operations Plan: A Critique, pp. 161-195.

2/ Appendix Q.
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Part I Executive Summary

The Vermont model FAP child- care service system was expected to
become a prclimiary state implementation model when the Family
Assistance Plan became law. In conception, it was to implement
a model FAP child care plan. However,. as described at length
in Vol. I of this report, Vermont's. Operations Plan was not
a work plan fqr a service delivery system except as it

' specified FAP eligibility requirements and financial controls.
The Plan seemed to assum that having made money available
within boundaries and constraints, supply and demand factors
would permit a delivery system to "happen." Nevertheless,
when -the FAP pretest brought statewide money and attention.
to Vermont's day dare needs, FAP resources became the basis'
for organizingand'operating a statewide day care system
which then generated new needs for..policy and procedure in order
to function.

Overall, the pretest apPeared to demonStrate that Vermont
parents would use day care resources, if available, so they
could take jobs or employment for training. However, because of
informational deficiencies, therewas little reliable.
data from the Vermont pretest to directly associate those
working parents With the FAP-related activities of the
pretest. As a measure of success, the pretest brought
day care to Vermont and some expectatiCns that, if jobs were
available, welfare recipients and other low income people who,
needed child care could go to work. Perhaps the most serio4.
misconception of the planners, however, lay in their aSsumpti6n
that a statewide human service system could be started from
scratch without consideration for the complexities of service
delivery and the potential consequences of conflicting values,
such as custodial 'versus developmental child care.

It is important to note here that our investigation found
no recalcitrant bareaucrats or other blameworthy types The
data are clear'th-t nearly everyone involved in the project
was eager. for and,deeply committed to producing quality
child care for,working parents. Conflicts which surfaced
developed around different'yerceptions of the ultimate goal:
day care for children's saZe or day care to meet economic
needs?

The summary findings, conclusions and recommendations which
follow suggest that these two objectives are riot miltually_
exclusive if planned for as equally important elements of a
total delivery system.



Background information

On July, 1, 1970, the State of Vermont began a project to
pretest the:planning and operation of a statewide child care
delivery system for working parents within the context of
a broader pretest of the proposed Family Assistance Plan (FAP).17
This day care effort was funded under a contract from the
Department' of Health, Education and Welfare (D/flEW), supplemented
by additional funds from the Office of Economic Opportunity
(0E0), to /provide PAP day care services. (See Figure 1, page

Planners in Washington and in Vermont's state capitol,
Montpelier, worked closely together to establish PAP eli-
gibility criteria, rate schedules and other fiscal. poli,eies
that were to be pretested in Vermont for replication in
other states. It was hoped that the Vermont experience wou]d
provide information about the feasibility of policies and
procedures so that FAP could quickly be implemented when voted
into law by Congress.

Commencing with the President's announcemdnt concerning 1

exianded daycare services, the chil care.aspects of the
pretest began to grow in importance. This was particularly
true as day care became a crucial factor 'in the President'::
workfare philosophy.

But early in the pretest, two Washington
transformed the day care component fro a role 4s merely one:
of four programs supporting the income maintenance pretest
to 'the position of its most significant (and controversial)
component. EaCh of these decisions directly affected the
Planning process.

The decision in January, 1970, not to preteSt the income
maintenance plan changed the fundamental character of the
pretest. The planners had to shelve much of the:,original plan-
ning work, including most of the data from a major. study for
Vermont performed under contract by Mathematica, Inc. 2/
Removing the basic income maintenance famework created a

1/ The Family Assistance Plan (FAP):an Administration bill
introduced in Congress as H. R. 14173 on October 3, 196,S.

Not passed. Subsequent revisions resulted in its
reintroduction as H. R. 1 in January, 1971. Not passed.

2/ Mathematica, Inc. (120 Alexander St., Princeton, N. J..)

was engaged to help develop policies and procedures for,
implementing.FAP on a statewide basis. (See pp. 9B-195).
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pretest of four separate. programs only peripherally related
within the FAP context: 1) day care, 2) vocational
rchabi.litationi 3rspeial services, and *,cmiployment/training.

The other decision, 't) provide a large. surn,of 0E0 money
for day care services, 1/ helped to enlarge the'5ignificance
of the day care component as it became he most'richly funded
element of the pretest and', 'more important, an almost totally
independent. variable.

Vermont's interest in welfare reforM was understandable
in/view of its position as the tenth highest state in amounts
paiA per inhabitant for public assistance.?/

I . According to the 1970 census, 68% of.Vermont's population
was found in rural areas, with ski resorts and summer homes the
main source of revenue for service industries. Burlington:.:.
was the largest city with 39,000 people. Ipm3/ and GE4/
are the industries credited with having contributed to
Burlington's growth. The increase in Vermont's population
between 1960 and 1970 was equal to the increase between 1890
and 1960. The total population at the 1970 Census was 445,000
with 38% of the population white collar, 62% blue collar and
less than 1/2 of 1% were, other than white. The average per
capita income in 1970 was $3,465.00 (32nd lowest in the
country). Vermonas the 48th state in. its number of poor'
people with' a statewide average unemployment rate Of 4.4%,
Given thee, limitations of the unemployment rate describing the
actual economic situation, the-rate steadily increased two
points over a one year period: The lowest monthly rate in one
community was 1.8 and the highest was 8.9. The statewid
,average monthly range was 4.0 to 5.8.

The Vermont FAP Pretest followed the traditional pattern .

of verticml. funding and vertical working relationships/(see
Figure 1). The real significance of this, as it related to
the decision-making process,. lies in the fact that the funding .
source not only determined the problem but also tended to
direct what to do about it. Even in the Washington/Boston
federal relationship, it was found that, foi the most part,
Washington bypassed the region in order to work directly
with the state.

1/ See Appendices A-2 and A-3 for the OEU/HEW Acreement.

'2/ Based on Resident Population, July 1, 1971, Bureau of the
Census estimate, HEW-SRS-PS-8 OS -,NCSS No. 3

3/ IBM - International BUsimess Machines, Inc.

4/ ;27neral Electric Corporation



-- 1.3 -

In the initial stages of the planning process, organiza-
tional problems began to compete for attention with policy
questions. Some of the inherent problems resulted from using
existing legislation, programs. and institutions for the
pretest of proposed' legislation.

Overall plannifor'this,statewide program was handicapped
from the outset by the absence of a planning design and by the
separate but equal status of each of the four components especially
the day care component. Further complicating matters were the
overlapping and often contradictory requirements and expectations
set forth in federal contracts and other documents with which:
VerMont. attempted to comply.

Following the traditional .pattern of intergovernmental re-
lations in federally funded programs, D /IIEW and DOL (Department
of Labor) received proposals and funded separate T;ieces of the
pretest using the amorphous machkpery of agency representation
in decision-making groups.1/ ,

At the close of F.Y. 1970 (when the FAP day care pretest
began) Vermont had 270 children enrolled in its full-year, full-
day head Start program.? In December, 1970, an additional 250.
children were reported to be receiving child care under the Work
Incentive Program (WIN).2/

-

As one indicator of Vermont's increasing trend'toward
responsiveness in matters affecting children, the State announced
in May, 1972 that "Day care centers would be permitted to spend
up to 20 per.cent-of their state and federal funds to'qiire for
children fralM hom'es where illness hadrkept.one of the Parents
from working.i/

-In Vermont, the 4-C Committees and the day care service pro-
viders did not have a significant input to deCision-making during
the planning process. Their role of operating agency differed
from the original 4-C concept, in Which.they were to'jk responsible
only as catalysts, community organizers or policy makers.

1/ See Figure 1, p. 129.

2/ "Table 27, Children:in Full Year, Pull Day head Start Prograws
by State, Fiscal Year 1970, and Federal Costs", Child Care Data
and Materials, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, ab° 16, 1971
p. 60.

3/ Op'. Cit. "Table 17, Number, of Children Reported Receiving_ Child
. .

Care Under WIN," p. 41.

4/ State Government'News, Volume 15, #5, May, 1972. Published
by the Council of State Governments, p. 7.:
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Our examination of the complicated route of ,the 0E0 '

day care money (see Figure 1, ) revealed the gradual
and confusing imposition of intricate requirements as each
agency's input reflected its own policy and perspective.
,In addition, Vermont's Day Care Unit in the State:Office
of Economic Opportunity was charged with the responsibility
for organizing and operating PAP day care while the planning
responsJbilit' rested with the FAP Planning Staff in another
organization. the net effect of- ',this fragmented approach
appears toillaeen the development of a competitive and
conflicting rela-ionship rather than a partnership between
the planning and operating staffs. It also reflected a view,
of planning and )perating which perceived them as tKo
discrete actiViit es with a neat sequential relatidnship not
bonne out by sub,equen'texaminatir of the, actual pretest.
experience.

The planning process of the V rmont day care pretest g
did not produce any systeMatic experimentation aiming
at alternative courses' of action: At no time were there
systematic plans for clef/eloping, analyzing, or selecting..
viable' planning alternatives.

Al the same time, several altdFnative daycare delivery
service models developed .independently without an overall.
design. Yet thee were no plans'developed to charactetize,
compare,4,pd assess these alternative day. care models.
Lacking'an evaluation design, the, alternatives had little:
value to the pretest (see pp. 116-12.0).

Two major subcontractors were used: 1) Thiokol Chemical
Corporation 1/, and 2) Mathematica, Inc.

Thiokol contracted with the Sta+.
Opportunity to provide professinal s
planning day care facilities, staff ti
development of evaluation procedures f
The actual .Thiokol'work andits valu
planningprocess. proved to 136 useful in
rather doubtful in thp other areas (see

nice of Economic
es in the area of
ng and the
the day care unit.
the child care
taff training but
p. 121-125).

1/ Thiokol Chemical Corporation, '1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W.
Washington, D. C. f.
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Mathematica's major obligations were to provide
Vermont: with assistance and information to develop a body
of knowledge and a 5.,4t of policies and procedures to
implement FAR statewide. Most of.their work was focused

'-on an income maintenance pretest and had limited usefulness
in connection with.child'care planning..

One other factor emerge ,`which had a significant
impict on the Vermont day card pretest -the still unresolved
conflict over the definition-6T-TdEITI child care. In the
absence of criteria clearly defining quality child care and
(since it was a pretest) in the absence4of state wide
ir,pletenting experience with the whole FAP-concept, positions
became polarized around the one issue which no one had to
settle. . In effect. "custodial" care. for FAP children became
identified as substandard care while "developmental" care
for FAP children meant compliance with minimum state
licensing standards.

Yet, despite the*pat and hostility generated over this
issue, both in'Washingten and Montpelier, everyone interviewed
in the course' of the LICD study spoke of child care in

-devel- opmental terms which differed only in type and degree.
.NevertheleSS-,until this issue is resolved or clarified,
--planners-may continue to grope for answers to-budget questions
(facilities, staff, equipment, supplies, ancillary services,
etc.) and child care specialists may consider FAP day care
.potentially detrimental to children.

Moreover, the controversy:probably created a diversionary,
protective covering for significant prOblemS which otherwise
might have surfaced for resolution: For example, equ'ally
important sources of friction seemed to stem from

1. different philOsophical perdeptions'and
expectations of the FAP_pretest (see pp. '74, 77-84
87-94, 137 .7,139) & Appendi:: B.

2. differing administrative styles.(see pp. 82-94, 136.)

' 3. program management problems at every level (s:-,e. pp. 74-
97, 136, 137).

. 4. the separation from the other three support
components of day care component funding and
"operating (see pp. 67 -73, 77-83,,95796, 129.).

5 power struggles over the control of the
program (see pp. 72-75, 79-84, 88-94, 126-127).

6. the absence of a broad day care planning design that
might haye included a service delivery system as well
a's a fiscal management system (See pp. 9ti-97, 98-111,
112, 116-120.
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7. the nature of the pretest, which'was directed
in Washing,Lon with little, if any, input
Iron day xare operators (see pp. 72 -75, 78-89,
L02, 106-111, 118, 128, 258, 261.)

8. the absence of a built -in evaluation system
which might have. provided important feedback
information for both short-range and long-
range decisions (see. pp. 137-148).

9.. the absence'ofa management informdtion syStem
with layers of decision-making opportOlities
to- resolve conflicts (see pp. 87, 90-97, 147).

The basic problem in the development of the planning
procuss seemed to flow from the traditional pattern of
d,velcy)ing and managing - federal programs from multiple
lundIng sOurces,'each with / its own guidelines and
regulations.

Lack of agreement o objectives, the differing range
of expect.a.t.ions, plus th2 polarization arotand the custodial
vs. de4Jelopmental Child care controversy acted further to
produce serious planning problems.

As conceived, the planning task seemed relatively-simple
and clear Design aptsleveloP a statewide system to provide
,quality 'day care for 'AP eligible families. Without a
doubt,. the FM' prete;t was responsible for bringing statewide
day care services.tc/ Vermont, despite a piecemeal Sollage
of expec-tations,.auihority, decisions' and activities. But
neither the plaintfig process itself nor the "'plan" to
deliver day care .ervices can be identified asa "SysteM.'

For exampl-, one can. hardly credit the planning process
for the Operations Plan which was written:

1. before the baseline data was analyzed' and available;

2. without consultation With local day care operators;
. 0

3. (primarily by one :Talented individual;

4. to meet the specifications of the federal govern-
ment; and

in relative isolation from Other elements of the
planning process (e. g., employment training, social_
.services,.vocational.rehabilitation,Nand day care
o,perations). \\

L
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Therefore., it seems overwhelmingly evident that the
activities referred as the planning process in Vermont
did not produce a Model FAP child care service system, but
did produce a classic study in public administration and
intergovernmental relations.'

Certain specific questions were raised (see pp. 2 and 3)
which found a basis for. much of our investigative research.
While detailed answers' constitute the substance Of this
report, synopsized inswers are presented here with appropriate'
referenahs:, 1

I

The. asic questions posed by'DHEW and L?Cp were:

411 What was the planning process in Vermont anti what
were the e.,ilesis'and development of the whole FAP pretest
in Vermont they 'affectedlthe day care componeht planning

.process?

Wefound that the planning process suffered. from the
Absence:of an agied upon.planning design. Instead,-a
series of loosely_ elated decisions and actions required
Vermont's-cOmPlia-,c\ with directives from Washington.
Personnel and organiAetional shifts_at the .federal and state
levels took place sew. al times during the planning process
causing confusion, inf. oration gaps and delays.

Co encing with the ,re'sident's apnounceMent concerning
"expands day care services," the child care aspects-of
the pret t began to grow in importance. This was particular-
ly true as 'ay care service became a crucial factor in the
development of workfare as a welfare reform strategy, When
the Income Maintenance aspect was.dropped,.sufficient support
for the pretest remained dOpite,its. more limited service
scope.. Nevertheless, plannersmanaged to 'deVelo§,a foundation
for a FAP'day care delivery system and to begin ;AS implementation.
Figure 2, the "Planning Chronology Chart," provides an overview
of the planning pr-oce..

. .

How closely did the planning vocess
proposed. federal, state and local guidelines, where and'why did
it diverge from such guidelines,'and what was the validity of
the guidelines and their *pact 'on the planning process?

. . . 1

Vermont.'state FAP care planners responded .

1

meticvlously to the federal guidelines contained in the
'Federal Interagency' pay Care Requirements (19.68)and to
specificpolicy directives and interpretations of pending' FAP
legislation,from Washington. Since there was no planhirig
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design, as such, planners deielOped policies and procedures
as' needed. State interim guiielines and Operatin procedures
were not issued until August)))))), 1971, after Operations were
well underway. Since the federal guidelines wore primarily
concerned with fiscal mahagement; rate and fee schedules and
accounting systems, the state guidelines reflected;, hat
perspective. '1,7 -lanning process did' not produce substantive
guidelines 'or day care service delivery, as 'such..

In addition, the child care component was funded from
two separate federal agencies (OEO and. HEW-SS 1110d" each
Wi,th.its"own legiilation and regulations. Our. investigation
revcaled_that certain OEO requirethonts were not transmitted
to Verment7by HEW (the federal contracting agent). Therefore,
the validity of those guidelinea could not be tested:

4 Were there alternatives rosed for the course of
action eventually taken?.

The, planning process. of the Vermont pretest did not
produce any systematic development of al.ternative courses of
action. At no time were there plans for developing, analyzing,
or selecting viable planning alternatiVes.

. .

Various day care ;models. evolVed withouft an overall plan,
but there was no syStem:to.characteriie; ,Compare or assess
them. La kingPan evalua,tIon design, those alternattives ,had
little val e to the planning preielt.

lems were involved in its development?

The basic:problem in the development of the planning'
process seemed to flow.froM,the traditional pattern of
developing. and managing feduralTy 'funded programs from
Multiple funding sources, each with its own guidelines and
regulations. Even though the proposed FAP legislation
provided the baSis framework, actual funding was fragmented

.-and tied to existing legislation/ Administratively', this
meant that various different units of the federal government
each. had a vested interest in the Vermont pretest and were
involved in decisions; one. way or hnother.

,Lackoft agreement on object4ii.es, a wide range of
expedtatlons and polarization arc4illd;the Fustodal vs.
deVelopmental child care controver0 added to the planning
problems.

Administrative and communication problems resulted
from the lack of adequate informatibmand decision-making

*

L
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systems, a common' complaint being that no one was in charge.
Finally, the baseline survey-done by Mathematica, Inc. was
originally intended to provide data an income maintenance'
plan, not for a daycarb system. As a much of that
data was not as relevant as it might have been.

What can be learned from this experience which will
be useful to national policy makers?

(See Recommendations pp. 21-28.)

What was the influence on decision masing and the
planning process of the working relationships among and
'between federal and.state staffs?

From the start .Of the planrjing process, organizational
problems began to compete for attention mith policy questions.

The Washington staffs, in their quest fot a successful
FAP pretest, encouraged a vertical 'relationship with the
,Vermont .staffs which by-passed routine state and federal
regional organizational channels.

At the same time, the Vermont FAP pretest followed
the traditional pattern of vertical funding'andwong
relationships which flows from categorical legislation and
federal program controls.

The real significance of this, as it relates to the
planning process j.n.the.Vermont pretest, lies in the 'fact'
that the federal funding sources determined the problem
directed what to do about it.

Vermont's, participation i7n the planning process -, then,
can be characterized as aecommodation and compliance with
federal directives.

. What ,'as the effect of the use of sub-contractors
for the collection and analysis of data and the provision'
of technical assistance and staff training during the planning
process?

The.two major sub-contrac.torS-were 1) Thiokol Chemical-
Cgrporation and 2) Mathematica,

Thiokol contractecIvith,S0E0 to proilide professional services
in the area of planning day care facilities, staff training and.
the development of evaluation procedures for the day care unit.
.With the exception of the .staff training work,'Vermont,staff .

did not appear to find the other Thiokol work useful during the
planning process.
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Mathtimabica's major.,,ations were to provide, Vermont
with - -assistance and information for the development of PAP
statewide'Policies. Since the main thrust; of this work
was focused on do income maintenance pretest, Vermont staff
found only a small proportion of the information to he
directly useful for child care planning.

What was the role of commgnity level p( in

the planning process?

In Vermont, neither the 4-C Committee not th, ct.;

vendors had a significdnt input to decision-makin d;irin,3

the planning process. Regional 4-C committees
contractors., a'role which differcld from the o-rigi:,,H 4-C
concept in which 4-Cs were to be responsible only a:1,
catalysts, community organizers.= policy makers.

For the most part, parents and day care rer.
responded to imposed requirements and, with few
were not consulted in the development of plannift
and procedures.

What was .the importance of inforl;ationid
use in the planning process ?..

Infcrmation, as one of the more important iHr,

in plannir g, appears to have been overlooked as a !;s1

category for systemization. There was no eviden,:-
master plan to collect, select, store, use and
information.

Th6 following conclusions and recommendations.
with the planning process and have ramificatiol,s
FAP day care policy and for statewide FAP day
In our judgment, the issues and recommendations ari
to any of the fifty states.

r:;
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SUMMARY AND 1.2.T3COMMENDATIONS .%.1.0EUmE

The Planning Process

1. FAP DAY CARE PLANNING

It seems evident that the Vermont experience
reflected a great emphasis on the planning process and a lack
cAattention to the need for a planning design. Indeed, there
may have been an .assumption. that the process was the design.
Regardless of intent, however, the absence of a planning
design contributed heavily to the confusion over expectations,
use .of resources, and assessments of progress.

Recommendations

A.. Each state should develop 'its own FAP planning
design based upon conformance`with federal legal requirements
but structured to produce an operations plan which can meet
the special FAP needs of that state, including those related
to day care for FAP eligible families. Such an operations
plan should.become a flexible blueprint, with a built-in
evaluation siStem for providing accurate, timely and
appropriate information for both immediate,ar0. long-range
decisions. A planning design should include:

(1) clearly enunciated and agreed upon
expectations (or outputs) both cf the FAP planning process
and of the program, itself;

(2) systems

\
.for obtaining, selecting, storing

and using data for F.A.P.plabning decisions;

(,3) systems for the development and implemen-
tation of FAP policies and procedures to ensure (a) a

methodical approach to planniqQ; (b) agreed upoh criteria for
decisions; and (c) an appropriate administrative framework
for accomplishing the FAP goals of that state;

(4) a comprehensive decision-making system .

which integrates planning, operations (organization and
management) and evaluation (program effectiveness assessment) .
as interdependent-organizational eleMents, rather than
separating theM into sequentially discrete activities'.

Statewide information about all existing day care
resources should .be collected, analyzed and eV-a-noted before
attempting to assess specialized clay care requirements for
FAP eligible families.

Such data collection should include actual
operating experience and costs in order to adequately assess
resource needs for program development, budgeting and other
planning decisions. Premature assumptions about FAP day care
needs and available day care services may lead, wither to
excessive or to inadequate resource allocation.
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P

C.
'Planning for

PAP day care services should be

designed to meet these two basic.requirements.r

National.
policies 'as

articulated in congressional

PAP legislation
and federal administrative

regulations
and

State FAP day care needs as
determined by state

officials
in cooperation

with local
officials and community

representatives.
It is recommended

that national. FAP
day care

yblicies include;

criteria for
defining and meetin',1:

minimum

standards of
quality day care for children;

.(2)
guidelines to states which clearlly enunciate

FOP day care objectives
and suggest alternative

methods of

achievementl.

(3) identification
of one federal agency

as the

y-imary
agent of the federal government

in its FAP dealings

with states in order''t0:

(a)
dovetail all FAP-related

programs to

ensure an appropriate
utilization of

day care and related

services;
(b) streamline

working relat'onships
among

federal,
state and local officials;

(W reduce administrative
overhead costs;

(d) simplify
funding and monitoring

procedures;
(e)

coordinate the
provision of

broad level

technical
assistance to states;

(f) aprove information
content and processes;

(gft expedite
decisions

and actions;
and

(h) reduce-interagency
competition-for

program control.

It is further recomnended
that state planning

designs include:

(1) a blear
statement of ddy care objectives'

based upon compliance-
with national policy;

1
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(2) a time-phased work plan for collecting,
selecting, analysing, evaluating and using information in
planning for PAP day care;

.(3) an inventory of all existing day care
services by categories of type, clientele, funding sources and
other relevantcharactcritics;

(4) .an age yr-C:11p inventory of all children
currently receiving day care services.

.

(5) an estimate of potnti.0_ FAP day care
consumers by location, age, and other relevant characteristics;

16) an estimate of available and potential PAP
day care services by location, type, clientele, funding sources
aid other relevant characteristics;

(7) an inventory of actpAl existing and projected
day care- costs in order to budget appropriately and adequately;

(8) an inventory of all public and private
resources of money, personnel and facilities currently or
pOtentially available for FAP day care;

(9) a layered information system which provides
opporqinities fOr participation .in decision-making among
affected .inditriduals, organizations, agencies; day care
providers, parents, employers and elected officials;

(10) a layered decision - malting system which
provides opportunities for participation in decision-making
among affected individualEi, organizations, agencies, day care
providers, parents, employers.and elected officials;

(11)an estimate of training and technical
assistance needs and resources;

-
(12) an internal evaluation system designed

to measure articulated expectations,,outputs, quality of child
care, cost-effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery and
its relationship to FAP employment goals.

2. FAP DAY CARE ADMINISTRATION .

Administrative problems were discovered to ,be a
root cause of many conflicts in the Vermont pretest. Federal
officials imposed administrative requirements on the sate
while neglecting to follow rudimentary management proctres,
themselves..
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If, indeed, this was to he a state pretest of a new
'concept through a search for innovative alternatives to, the
'status quo, it seems unrealistic fpr Washington to have
placed the whole experimental burden on the state while the
federal agencies did.busiless as usual.

For example, in 1970, HEW put the Operational
Planning System (OPS) into regional and headquarters offices,
under the direction of Thomas S. McFee, newly appointed
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management Planning and
Technology. Yet, desoite this apparent HEW emphasis on
management by objectives at the top,of the hierarchy, the
Vermont PAP chila care pretest appears to have been planned
without using. the available OPS resources.

But to blame the bureaucracy is to miss the point.
A total systems approach is required to fully grasp the.
interdependent network of policy, informatial, decisions
and actions at every level. Compartmentalized funding 1/
begins with legislation and is merely administered by 'the
bureaucracy, not invented there.

In the Vermont pretest, categorical funding by
program components required the usual efforts to coordinate,
despite the futility of achieving voluntary service
integration of independent programs. Policies and procedures
followed traditional vertical funding patterns, which
reached all the way from Washington to local day care
operations.

Program implementation by-vertical accounting
systems is the federal-state-local status quo, and the
Vermont pretest became just another federal program. Even
.the local program development work was described as a sellitng
effort rather than a state-local partnership in resource
development.2/

This program approach to day care problems
generated typical results. Competition among staff& for
program control led to proprietary identification with "my'
budget while diffused responsibility amounted to no one
being in charge.

Such diffusion resulted in the common attribution of
decisions and authority to 'it' '(the committee, the agency,
the government) rather than "they," "he," or "she;"--the.
actual decision makers,

I77s-b6----eE13. 129
.27 See Appendix. A-1, p. 355
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There is a middle ihiin Ltaween -here's the
money, let's see what you can do w;th dnJ Leavy doses
of complicate6, legalistic guidelincs whieL pre,:ent trearams
from epecating moreoften than they .c'l. in ii, -dse
of the Vermont pretest, there was some of hoth.

Large EUM:-: of money were dllocateJ with fc real
guidelines, only some draft materials whioh Veriont st'aff
opted to use and modify.'reflecting the need to hood seme
guidelines, a clue Lc what was 1,pected.

At tho other fxtrerie, there were detailed irstrucl-lsns
and.policies lc control fee seThedules, rates, cost releharse-
ment and accounti me systems, reflecting great-attention to
counting and measuring dollars as if, somehow, the manipulation
of money was the most important element in tin L'AP plan and
the key to its success.

There seemed to LI ii:- clear ccnsensus on whether
Vermont was just a laherUtory for Washington or whether
wederal agencies were provldiLd resources so that Vermont could.
solve its problems by meanii, <if the pretest, while helping to
develop national policy as a protetype state.

Subcontractors wcrp h: red to ierform work, seri of.,
which war,: never used or was liter ia-oved to be irreleat
to the project's.needs.,

pressures of time preven!_e,l adeuaLe ajwunistrative
prep-aration, so that more tine was roguired later to solve
preve!ILable problems. 'Hurry up and wait! follek..vd the
usual pattern.

RecommeadatiOns

A viable day care administrative system should he
developed jointly by federal and state officials taking
into consideration the ripple effects of policies, and
procedures at every level, and holding accountable for their
management practices all federal, state and local officials.

,

Such an administrative system should:
AO .

A. Set definitive standards for cuality child
care from the beginning, not after a program in a year old.

B. Fstablishdefinitive guidelines and
expectations in legal documents so that people responsible
for operating and planning know what s expected o5tithem and
the program.
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C. fstailish measures for'assessing,
ichievements so that, at every step of the way, corrective
measures can he taken to improve the program and its results.

D. Provide adequate and timely technical
asistance through (1). written and verbal information on a
syfltematic andprr)Mpt,response basis, and (2) appropriate
training for all levels of staff.

Include a uscful communications system
rh Cs built into it (from the beginning) the collection,

storage. selection, and use of accurate information which
is easily accessible and available in a useful form.

F. Include a decision-making process which
utilizes the lessons of the 1960's--that persons most affected
by decisions must be involved in making them to. gain acceptance
(and, therefore, compliance) and to ensure a reasonable deree
of success. The techniques and methods are difficult hut take
no more time, in the long run--and have a higher payoff--than
Lop down autocratic rule-making which brinonactiwe
hostility and resistance. , .

3: FAP DAY CARE MONEY

The Vermont FAP child cake pretest attempted to build
a da,Lcare delivery system around .predetermined, fees and .rate
schedules based on projections of-anticipated federal revenues.
[n the process, separate fiscal functionS began to overlap
;Ap'.3.blur, creating .a complicated financial system all out
of proportion to its,role.-.At the same- timelimiting day '
care services planning to a target group 'may have been
more expensive than planNng for, the total day care i-Jopu] ation.-
For example', the tlathematist:a baseline data and screening
surveys could have included statewide information about ,Vermont'
existing day care, its costs and utilization across the board.
BAP data could have been extracted later, as needed, to
determine actual costs of day care and other rate/foe-re] aced
items.

Better use of existing public and private facilities,
equipment, staff and money Might lead to a statewide day care
program at less cost, per capita, from public fuhdS than a
program designed for a target population which results in a
higher per capita _administrative overhead cost.

Recommendations

A. 'A national FAP day care money management system
should be designed which .-separates the .following functions' for
greater efficiency in planning and operationsl
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1) audgetingj as a planni device which
considers actual costs contingency facto] and actual or
projected revenues,

(2) Fiscal Management as broad scale 0,,cision
making concerned with hallocaTion of resources, priorities,
policies, procedures and accountability.

(3) Accounting, as a system of records and
reports, providing the data for budgeting and fiscal, management.

B. A national FAP day care financialA.nformation
system should be designed which includes federal guidance
and assistance to states in mobilizing and using-funds from
all sources. Such a system should take state autonomy into
account and should consider federal funds as one of several
sources of financial assistance.

At the same time, such a system.should include
updated, accurate, periodical information about all available
federal funds for day care and related services.

C. Each state should design its own internal day
care financial information system to improve planning by
the legislative and executive tranches, and to assist in
monitoring expenditures, Such a system would make information
available about federal, state and local public and private
day care funds,

4. FAP DA`PCARE EVALUATION

The Vermont child care pretest neglected to build
in routine data collectiOn and did not develop criteria for
assessing the results of the test. Despite the written
contract requirements and two attempts at developing an
evaluation plan, there is no overall internal evaluation

wsystem in place at this writing.

AS alternative models of day care service systems
began to develop, a few innovations emerged. But Vermont's
pretest had no system to develop innovative models, measure
their validity, compare them to. others, record their development
and progress, onevaluate their, replicability. 1/

While evaluation is an integral, essential component
of planning and action in any field Of human endeavor, it is
absolutely indispensable in the planning and implementation
of-new, innOvative or experimental programs--especiallyan

Y/ See pp. 116-120.
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experimental pretest such as the Vermont FAP Child Care
System..

e

These premises proceed from a working definition of
evaluatiOn as a management tool which gathers data/regarding
process and product of a p'rogram in order to affect decisidn
making. In other words,evalua*ion attempts to measure hew
efficiently and effectively an organizational system moves
toward its end results and how well it actually doeS'accoMplish
9those results..

Reconyendations.

A. The DHEW Office of Child Development should
assist state and local governments in designing and implementing
internal FAP day care evaluation'systems. The OCD should:

(1) clearly enunciate, FAP day care policy with
respect to national objectives and expectations;

(2) suggest and negotiate appropriate criteria
and methodology for measuring FAP day care program. effectiveness;

(3) suggest and negotiate appropriate criteria
and methodology for measuring and comparing FAP day care .

alternative service delivery models;

(4) provide'technical assistanceAhrough written
materials and staff contacts;

(5) provide a Central information clearing house
to ensure the widest posSible dissemination of . findings and
experiences, and

(6) analyze, evaluate and compare various state
systems as they develop and function.

B. Each state agency responsible for planning and
operating FAP day care should:

(1) design, develop and use an internal FAP
day °care evaluation system as an integral element of all
planning and operating,activities so that planning decisions
can be lased on timely, accurate and verifiable information;
and

(2) commit sufficient resources to the
systematic assessment of 'FAP day care program effectiveness to
ensure the best use of public monies.
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The VIOW from 1:ermont's Oa;

Vermont's summary of its 1972 child core activities
was appended to its request. to HEW for FY '73 refunding. The
report reflected the essential humanity and 'warm personal in-
formality which characterized our experiences with the people
of Vermont. It described the previous year's problems and
difficulties, then lyrically anticipated a child care. system
not dependoot upon FAP after 1973. A most significant.paragraph
revealed how far the child care system had come in a.year:

"In short the job ahead is management -
this we :tr., learqng, is something
qualitatively different from simply
.running an operation and implies
changes at both higher and lower orders
of detail. It emphasizes. a fundamental
preoccupation with information, one that
is', expressed structurally as well aS'
personally. "V

Summary of Findings

The Summary of LICD's findings have been organized into
seven major categories in order to respond specifically to the
questions posed by the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, which funded this study. To aid the reader, references
to detailed findings and analyses have been included.

A. How valid' wore the basic absumptions of the
child care provisions of.the FAP legislation?

Regardless of all other considerations of the FAP pretest,
the fundamen&j. question, remained: Were FAP eligible parents
either working or in training for employment because child care
service was available to them?

Because there was no concommitant pretest of a FAP income
maintenance system, Vermont's PAP ,child care pretest was
inadequate as a method for, assessing the validity of the basic
child care assumptions in the legislation.

1/ Babbott, Joan G., M.D., Director, :Vermont Office of Cnild
DeveloPment, Request for Refunding PY '1972, (Vermont to
D/HEW). Fiscal Year '72 p. 16.



\
\cy

- 30

or

A tot '1. statewide FAP system might have included job
development, placement and training as well ,as referral systems
ind Lamiry-centered records. However, in the absence of such
a total prcl-Aist we looked for linkages between PAP eligible,
family work/training av:tqvities and their utilization of the
Jay care service. For example, we learned that 37 .of the 50
sample 'sites surveyed were started after. October, I970,/ and
that 20 of those 37 sites said they provided services to FAP

. children.

About 80% of the parents interviewed had enrolled thei
children because they were working and an additional 10% werc
in training.

About 30% c.f the working parents said they had-obtained
their jobs through a government program and 40% of those named FAP.

others said they obtained their jobs through such agencies as
WIN, Mainstream, the Department of Social Welfare, the Employment
Service, Head. Start, the Vermont Civil Service and the State,
Police. If any of the jobs were a result of FAP -referrals, p

the parents.interviewedlid,-notioth.acwever, nearly half
the parents interviewed said they had not beenTy"cid-o<f.
,.nrolling their children i.n day care,2/

State billing. records showed payments for PAP day care services
for 50 children in FY 1971 and 505 children in FY Tile billing
records also showed that Title IV-A monies paia.Tor' 293 children
in I'Y 1971 and 608 children in FY 1972.3/

Due to the fact thationly, a few of the parents 'interviewed
said they were "FAP" famaies, that most of the day care operators
did not know how-many of their families 'Participated in LAP,
(See Chapter .2), and that must of the 4-C leaders did not know
how many of their families participated in PAP,. (see Chapter5)-
only the day .carefbilling _records seemed tb link PAP. and Title
IV-A resources with Working parents' use of the day care-system.
The Vermont FAR child care pretest, therefore, could not produce
reliable assessment data re "...the extent to which the availability
of child care contributed-to increased labor force participation
of FAP eligibles ../ because the basic concept was never tested.
However, it seemed evident that working parents in Vermont
used the day care services, which had been made available.because
of the pretest's use of 1110, 1115 and Title V-A monies/ and,
to that extent, the most basic assumption of the PAP legislation
was verified: that FAP eligible parents woulduse public day Scare
services if they were available.

. .

1/ When Vermont's DayNCare Unit began, supported-by FAP funds

2/ Volume II, Chapter 2, People, pp. 196-211

3/ ,See Appendix-D-2 for detail, p. 384

.4/ "Vermont Evaluation ObjectiveS," Mary Siegel, FAP, p. 9.

f/ See Glossary for detail
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What were the costs of administering the
system and how could these be astessed?

Shifts in administrative responsibility during FY 1971 and
1972; contributed to inosomprete .and inadequate information about
revenues and -expenditures at the state. level, From available
figures, it appeared that the Vermont day care system, in FY
197c2pent an estimated $530,28,00 broken down as follows:.

Child Care Seirvioes:

Title IV-A

FAP

° Food:

ReimburtheMents $ 55,038.

Surplus COmmodities (19,376.)2/

-34,414

$ 21P:000. 1/

28,602.

238,602.,

OminiStration:

Care Blanning

Day Care JiaminiStration

15,232.2/

101,780.4/

/

Total $636;577.

Nelepirogram start up costs probably accounted for at 'least
$165,232,00 of the administrative portion which left approximately
$51,780.00 lor dii1ect administration of the day care system by
'the Day Care Unit,'

1/ 'estimated total derived from 25% state and local .

matching.shard.

2/ equivalent dollar value.

3/ includes 20% of Baseline Survey ,Costs to Mathematica, Inc.

inClUdes$50,00.-00 training and- technical as- stance
contract with Thiokol Corporation.
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.Chapter 2, Money and Chapter 3, Controls eescribe money
management factors which impacted on the day care system. In
the absence of more reliable information than was'available.
to us during this study, it was not possible to arrive at
assessment of actual costs, either of delivering FAP day .:are
or of measuring the system.

C. To what extent %acre child care delivery
system variables responsive to'the needs
Of FAP eligible families?

Child Care delivery syStem variables were defined as policies,
procedures and resources used to make day care services available
to PAP hilgible families.

Overall,'the pretest appeared. to demonstrate that Vermont
parents would use day care resources, if available,; so they ,

could take jobs or employment for training. However', since
there was little reliable data frorri the Vermont pretest to
directly associate, those working parents with.,.the PAP-related,
activities of the pebtest, we knbw only that the FAP money
brought day care to Vermont and seme,exPectations that; if jobs
were available, welfare recipients, and other 19w income people who
needed child care could go to work. The plinners seemed to assume,
however, that a statewide day care, system could be operated without
considering-the details:of service delivery.

4

For example, one major issue remained unresolved: were all
children eligible for day care being served? The 88 parents
:interviewed had a total of 223 children. Two hundred ton Of
them were of day care age. Of that ,number, 133 -were enrolled in
day care. The parents of the remaining 77 eligible children made
otheer child care arrangements with relatives or friends. As a:
result,'at a meeting conducted by SOCD'near the close of this
study, day care operatorsexpreSsed,cOncern that_the-(current)
funding ''freeze" would force them to turn away "...school age
brothers and sisters" expected during the summer vacation from
school, forcing mothers to drop their jobs to stay home with
their children..1/

As another example,. site operators and the 4-C organizations
'saw their constituents aS.children,-not. families. Accordingly, .

they did not maintain records with a tabulated summary of the .'.

eligibility status or activities of thefamilAes,participating in
'.their day care programs.

.

.

.
.

Additionally,' many Of them said that.the fee Schedule w;is :

not responsive to the, parents' actual economic siturttLull an,,, 0

1/,, Appendix R-1
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jn'some caes, creit a hardship because ti:u fees were based
on gross rather than net income.

Ono major criticismattacked a billing procedure
assumption that incomes did not chance and ghat hours of
employment I.verA ;fon s t.ant .

, ;

By in laP.Most of the parents surveyed said they- ere
satisfied with services their children were receiving.

D. To --Vita, extent was ,,..no oporatinc system
an il'.1731-Jment,arOMv-:(.-4 the 6peratiois pIal.?1/

-

LCD H-Ireec_ni-teri:1, in evaluating the via :. i! t Ly of
the VermontT.16ns Plan:

1. Tr what extent did it express a systomati
.peaces: for organizing and operating FAP
day earc service programs on a statewide basis?'

To what extent did it refhrt compliance
with Federal Interagency Day Care Require-
ments pursuant to.Se&. 522(d) EOA, 1968?

3. To what extent' (III it reflect compliance
With the contractual agreement betwer,
DHEW and the State' of Vermont to develop
an Operations Plan?

As written, the Flan could have been titled "Operational
rec2mmendations for de.termining eligibility, referral and
placement methods, and fee /cost systems of FAP child day care
services." This would more accuratelV have identified its
bour :daries since it would be.extremely difficult for someone
'in determine how and under what] conditions a program would
operate once families were declared eligible, referrals
completed, and children placed in a day care program..

Throughout the Plan there appeared bean unstated,
underlying assumption that. criteria en eligibility, referral,
'placement, -fees and payment would somehow assure that the right
pieces would come together in support-of quality day care
objectives with an appropriate system to meet them.

Thy Plan covered, in considerable detail, methods for
determining. PAP eligibility, referral and.placement eligible
children, and how to establish fees and cut -offs. It di<i not
tell, how to

1/ See Chap. 1, .The Operations Plan: A Critique
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(a) orgnize, adminiSter and operate
daily activities,

(b) organize and implement staffing
patterns (other tha,n a recommended
staff-child ratio),

(c) conduct' community involvement and parent
participation activities,

(d) develop and utilize an information system,

(e) develop and utilize necessary support
.

services,

(f) monitor-and evaluateProgram

Throughout, operational details focused on'referral,
eligibility and fee systems with little or no attentionto tt..e
content or the nature .of day care services.

The operational system then, was merely a skeletal outline which
expected the reader to either invent "benchmark data" indicators,
consult with local Child Care Unit ,staff to de)velop a recording
system, eliminate the recommended procedure for some other valuation
scheme, or use the C & D'forms in 'Pppendix B if available. The
operations plan, in general, contained ideas and categories for
inquiry or process but no implementation system.

There was a pattern of presenting a method, backed,up. by some
form of assumption and/or justification, but no prescriPtive.action
on how to implement whatever that choice ,might be.

The Operations Plan appeared to be a'series of recommendations
and descriptions of some on-going efforts to establish a basis fot
a workable plan. Its wrap-up paragraph supports the observation
that we were Kending a proposal from which guidelines could be
generated.

Overall, it appeared that the OperationSPlan could not be
implemented as a day care delivery system because it'did not
provide a statewide basis for dealing with day-to-day
operating experiences. Except in the Burlington-Morrisville area
where specific policies and procedures were developed, to link day
care with the other' FAP services, the Plan remained a statement of
hopeful intentions and.fiscal controls rather than a Llue -jrint for
action,

Phe missing ingredient.in the Operations Plan. was a format for
human interaction--the process by which information could be shared,
decisions maxle'and actions taken.
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E. "How well and "how quickly" did the.operating
system work to attain the pretest objective
of' a statewide delivery system to provide

. "stable, quality child care for FAP

.eligible families?"

All r the study findings pointed to deficiencies in
"how well the system provided "stable, quality clay care." It
seemed that the need to. "quickly" set the progvm in place and s
put children into. day care facilities took precedenc.= over the
services th-1, children were to receive once they got there: What
was needed were general policies and conceptual foundations upon
which structure and operating procedures could be built, each
appropriate to meet the needs or solve the problems of the people
involved rather than someone's Adea of a "model" which could
be packaged and marketed as if it were cheese.

Along other lines, the word "system" seemed to develop
shades of meapiny as. the work progressed. LICD -'aff assumed
that the use of the word in the program's title', explicitly
rcluired the development of an operational mechanism which
would deliver child care services to FAP eligible persons.
Yet, the only parts of the total "Child Care Service System"
which were precisely detailed had to do with the economic
aspects of the whole, e.g..) eligihijity,requirements, fee
collection, rate setting and billing procedures. A child care
delivery system wh:Ch assumed that services would be provided
because "optional" types of services were "suggested" could
hardly be called a service delivery system. The missing
ingredients could have included':

(a) an updated accurate inventory of all
.1vairable statewide day care resources,
including supportive services;

(b) a viable information system to relay the
same fats about day care including
referrals, to all persons involved at the
state, 4-C and site levels;

(c) centralized mechanism for assisting FAP
eligible families to learn about the
program, participate in the pr,,eram and
to receive whatever advtce.or consultation
they needed to make best use of the program;

1 , Vermont Motel FAP Child Caro Service System
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(d) a simple' and comprehensible set of child
care standards which applied to all
providers of day care. service and could
be monitored and enforced in a systematic
way;,and ,

(e) a tiered meellanism for decision-making
which could have mode it passible to
receive input froth various levels of the
statewide system, as appropriate, and
could have been part of a built-in
evalution system.//

F. What were the state a nd local factors which
facilitated or inhibited delivery of "stable,
quality child care service."

Facilitating factors included:

Vermont Day Care Licensing Procedure. Despite
its problems Werth not enough staff, it provided'
a good foundation for building a stable, quality
clay care system.,

4-C concept. With its focus on child development,
it helped facilitate the establishment of
a quality clay care service by off-sett'ing
the heavy emphasis on money management and
eligibility requirements placed-on the
operators by the state. I

Individual creative energies. Talented people
developed new ways of doing things at all levels.
In several cases, their energies were directed to
the development and operation of a quality day care
service despite federal and state guidelines and
procedures which were directed toward' economic
objectives only.

Vermont's candor and informality. The people's
concern for children and welfare reform combined
with a willingness and flexibility to shift
gears frequently as necessary, contributed to
the promise of a quality_day care system.

Use of the Federal Interagency Day. Care Requirements.
They provided standards and the ingredients for a
quality day care service. While Vermont needed to.
build a system in order to comply with. them, the

It Re.leiJering that decisions require informat.imi, see (b)

0
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'Requirements could be used as a basic policy
guide in structuring a child-centered delivery

Ne!ncss. Vermont' had the opportunity to
start a new program from scratch without the
kind of baggage which comes from doing things
"the right (or wrong) way" for years.

Inhibiting factors included:

No income maintenance pretest. The day care
systm was originally conceived as part of
a larger pretest and suffered from attempting
to live with the constraints imposed by the
FAP concept without, at the same time,
having the adyantagr2s of its potential benefits.,

"No one in charge". Shifts pf personnel and
agency' responsibility, combined with inadequate
information and decision-making processes,

' created the impression that no one was in
charge when 'answers were hard to get or were
unsatisfactory; further compounded by
passing decision-making to the 4-C and
operating levels without a framework. of
statewide policies.

Funding insecurity. The tentative nature of a pretest
),..?tril its dependence on temporary "Special Projects
Funds" created an atmosphere of.insecuritv which
permeated the program at every -level, but hit
hardest at low-income care-providers.

Economic emphasis. The heavy emphasiS on FAP
-al controls distorted the overall design

of the system and created unnecessary obstacles
which delayed its development.

Unrealistic eligibility requirements and reimbursement
.rates. These FAP requirements became a device to
screen out rather than screen in clientele because
they considered neither net income nor actual costs
of providing the service even though the state was
required ,to comply with the Fedeeal. Interagency Day
Care Requirement standards of service.

Separation of planning and operations.
The PAP. versus quality child care schism
was exemplified in the physical. separation
of.the PAP Planning staff from the Day Care
Operations staff. The logical outcome
of that sectarian relationship was a two-
track day care system which tried to provide
a difficult and expensive human service
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while dependent upon multiple funding sources.
wnieh were aesig,td for other purposes.

7ie_Planwas not a plan. As originally
agreed, Vrmont was to.oroduc
model plan as an implemental device for
erganIzing and operating a statewide day care
systemfor FAP eligible families. The plan,
howo..er, proved to be an excellent exposition
6f PAP objectives without the necessary elements
or attaining child care objectives.

Inexperience with federal relations. State
level decision'-makers-were, forthe
most part;' inexperienced in the ways of
federal-state relations so that some
federal deciSions or requirOments that might
have Leon challenged or modified (as being of
guestion7lIie benefit to Vermont) were. accepted
as inevitale, regardless of their consequences.

:4o information system. Crisis manage-
ment was one ,outgrowth of the
lack of information which had a ripple effect
en all aspects of the pretest. No machinery
t,as developed to collect, select, store,
use and distribute information for decisions
or action. Without appropriate information,
-there was no. way to. anticipate problems,
evaluate actions or assess the consequences of
policy decisions. Training and technical
assistance, as information disseminating
methods, should have been, integral elements
of a statewide information network.

Tcp-down decisions. Crucial policy
decisions were made in Washington
despite a4stated FAP objective to encourage
state and local option. In analyzing Vermont's
decision making processes, it seemed that
4i:fficult actin, decisions (e.g.',adding
children with reduced funding level) were
transferred to the 4-Cs and sites while

:c.onceptual-abstractions (e.g.,aduit- child ratios)
and critical funding decisions.were made by
state and federal officials without feedback
fro. the field.
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G. What were the broad problem areas and the
specific problems of the operating system?
What were their causes and how could they
be prevented?

The broad. problem areas were Information, Decision-making,
Contro .s and Use of Resources, especially the use of people,
money, the 4-C mechanism and supportive resources.1/ Each
of these is summarized briefly below.

1. Information

Information is the most essential ingredient of any system
and had the lowest priority in Vermont's pretest. Over and
over again, all sorts of problems could be traced to the
absence of reliable, timely, useful fnforMation about nearly
every Subject.

Because of the special importance of information as central
to the day care system, the LICD investigation focused on how
information was obtained, selected, stored, used and disseminated.
Starting with the Baseline Survey;2/ Vermont attempted to
collect information about day care needs and resources.
Except for the field data collection related to the Mathematica
study, hoVever, we learned that decision-makers did not
systematically attempt to obtain information from the. field
until well into the_second.year of'the pretest. Feedback
information would have been useful not only for obtaining
currant assessments of client needs and resource inventories,
but, equally important, it could have been useful in determining
how-well the system was working. Most of the regular feedback
from sites to 4 H-C to state consisted of.complaints or crises
;which needed immediate actipn, but no central record was kept
of such transactions either for operating decisions or for
long-range planning.

For example, 'field people at the state level,each worked
independently and kept their own records and files. At the
same time, 4-C com7,ittees did not maintain records with a
tabulated summary of the eligibility status of the families
participating in their day care programs.

This lack of specific data may have stemmed from a feeling
that, the eligibility status of day, care families was not a
4-C responsibility, or it may have reflected the absence: of

y See Cha-pters 2-8 in Vel. II for detailed analysis of findings..

2/ Mathematica, Assistave Prbgram Planning Papers,
Volume V. Reports on the Baseline Survey and Cost Projections,
March, 1971.



a statewide information system useful to the 4-Cs as a planning
and evaluation tool to help gauge the extent of the 4-C impact
on the,FAP and. Title IV-A target population.

Recognizing the problem, Vermont OCD, early in FY 1972,
began to develop a formal management information system which
was still in the trial and error stage during the 'closing
period of the LICD study. However, rne 4-C leader complained
that "they did not understand" OCD forms #101, 102 and 103 and had
been waiting for "someone from OCD to explain them." This leader
said that once they understood these forms, they would "know the
information you are asking for.1/

Data kept by the day care operators also reflected lack
of uniformity in record-keeping and reporting. Expenditure and
income records were seen as "most useful" to the operators, but
were not centrally'collected or used for area-wide or statewide
decisions, and not all the required records. were useful. For
example, the food 'service reimbursement program required that
highly detailed control records be maintained at each site for
at least three years, under Department of Agricultute regulations.
LICD staff could find no rationale for the method used to control
rood services at the operating level, particularly since no,one
in Vermont was interviewed with responsibility for reviewing
them or using them./Mp were told, however,that "someone from
.the' Department of iigrVhilture once looked at a center's records."
Control of surplus 'teiiunodities required' records which provided
specific information to show dates and amounts of commodities.
received, how much of each commodity was'used during the month,
and the balance on hand at the close of each reporting period.

We received the general impression of a one way information
system, top down with no method to test whether or not the "message"
had been .received, understood or correctly applied. 'For.6cample,
some sites consistently submitted incomplete or inaccurate billing
,reports, but we found no evidence of a system to collect information
to identify- the source of the problems. At another level,.several
state officials each thought another of them exercised day care
budget control when, in fact, no one did. At the., same time, site
level people were expected to comply with complicated regulations on
the faulty assumption that they had copies of them,,had read and
understood them, knew what to do in order to comply with them,. or
knew where to turn for assistance.

The point here is that there was no systematic flow of
information-which could be tapped and adjusted.as needed. Many
of the problems which seemed to defy resolution, when traced to

See Appendix 10 Data Collection for The Office of Child
Development. These were the instructions for the Vermont
OCD Management Information System.

6
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their source, revealed that information was missing, was
incomplete, was incomprehensive, was inaccurate or was late.
Consequently, some 4-C leaders and site operators attempted
to develop policies and procedures to meet their own needs for
firm statements of fact, whether or-not they meshed with "official"
positions.

In the absence,of official guidelines and policies, one
4 C leader began to write a step-by-step procedure for organizing
and developing a 4-C Day Care program, then discontinued the
effort when the State OCD staff said they were developing such
a manual. One 4-C was developing functional forMs to be used
for specific 4-C activities and functions. Another 4-C had
develeped a verbal procedure for determining eligibility,
billing, reimbursementand site approval. Still another 4-C
velopeda "Caretaker checklist, out of the necessity to

pre to order out of chaos," and because it helped the 4-C staff
"to Provide information to upgrade the quality of care." Another
4-C developed a new face'sheet for the monthly billing, designed
t Meet its need for health and billing records.

Overall, the Vermont referral syStem was so informal that
referrals depended on personal knowledge of available resources and
abilitv.,o obtain them. In only, a few situations were forms used.

There was no uniform procedure which all day care directors
followed in certifying the eligibility of day care families.
Without adcauate information, instruction and technical assistance,
it was unrealistic for planners to expect day care providers
td handle the certification of eligibility.

It is interesting to note that both the day care directors .

and state officials who had helped the operators with eligibility
and fee computation reports isolated the major problem as
"interpretation of the rules".

As further evidence of the pervasive nature of this problem;
correspondence from state to federal officials sometimes contained
thesame pleas for "urgent decisions" oi. policy matters that appeared
in correspondence from 4-C leadersto the state. Long lists of
questions needing answers moved back and forth from Montpelier
to Washington as the need for information grew in direct proportion
to the complexities of the program. Stridency came through
ioccasionally as patience wore thin from long delayed responses,
Ctrom Washington to Vermont and on down the line.

Semantics presented some problems, too. Unlicensed day care
sites ware called "Caretakers" in Vermont, but some of them
were confused with satellite homes and ot',er types of licensed
homes. Nearly everyone at the state and 4-C level referred to 4
.day care facilities as "centers", further confusing cOmmunications
because of the several distinctive categories of day care providers
which included two types of centers, one of them licensed for
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thirty or more children and, the other licensed for less than
thirty children. In order to handle these distinctions, LICD
consistently identified all day care providers as "sites."

Another source of anxiety among parsons involved in the
Vermont day care system was speculative information about pending
national legislation. LICD investigators were asked about various
proposed amendments and bills concerning welfare and child
care by nearly half the persons surveyed. We also noted that
-certain state officials, toward the close of our study, had begun
to receive daily copies of the Congressional Record; another
manifestation of growing interest in national affairs and their
potential implications fo: Vermont.

LICD findings verified the iMportance and impact of Vermont'S
information processes:on "how well" the day care system operated.
There was no part ofthe system unaffected by the availability or
absence of accurate,' timely, useful information; but some elements
of the system were more-dependent on information and hence more
visibly affected; such as compliance enforcement and decision-
making. VePmont's movement toward automation and a management
information system indicated an awareness of the problem.

The state's characteristic informality.could have been an
important feedback asset if used as an integral element of a
statewide information system. LICD's use of the question, "If
you had thepower,'how would you change the day care system?"
demonstrated the value of providing an opportunity for the
real experts--the people who were the system - -to be heard.

In an age of dependence on bureaucratic machinery, Vermont's
inforMality was refreshing. But LICD staff observed the transfor-
mation of some state staff from relatively easy-going and optimiStic
goal-centered folks to .nore traditional, cautious state officials
in less than a year.

In our judgment, both the lack of reliable 'shared information
and pf a human interaction system to systematically share respon-
sibilities and tasks probably contributed most heavily to the
result.

Experience has demonstrated that when there i8 a.void in the
system, such as A lack of readily available information in a
useful form, mistrust, suspicion and conflicts develop. The well-
worn credibility gap is one other conseqUence. Freedom of
informality is possible only when people trust one another because
they-know whbt is expected of .them and have a pretty. clear
understanding of-their roles and responsibilities in relation to
One another. Reliable information is the-founLiation of such trust.

As evidence of its sensitivity to the problem, the SOCD's
FY 1973 funding proposal included several new positions whichscarried
the promise of capability to deal with information systems questions.



2. 6'ec-ision-making

De.cision making in the FAP day care pretest was usually
top-down with respect to every aspect of importance except
parental option to select the day care providers of their
choice. Even then, unless alteri:ative sites were, available
and re-adily accesz,:ible, that option, too, mDy have been
illusory.

At the same time:, certain policy questions' which could
aonly be decided 't the,state level were left either unresolved

or uncommunicated while regional 4-Cs and day care providers
groped for answers, took action. on their own or quietly
gave up.

In general, LICD investigators found signfficant
dissatslaction with the decision- making process-at every level
of inquiry. There was frustration over a lack of specific and

ltimely answers to operating as well as policy. .questions. This
.',problem touched people everywhere in the prOgram, from federal
through state to,4-C and day care sites. In some cases, we
fo-Und that decisions had been made but had not been adequately
communicated.; In most cases, however, decisions could not
be identified firmly so that they could be acted upon, partic-
ularly at the 4-C and site levels.

Parent participation in decision-making, an avowed
objective in the HEW/Vermont contract, was built into the
Operations Plan as representation on advisory and policy boards,
with some appeals procedures for parents and others) with
grievances over.e'quitable representation. The data show,
however, that most parent involvement,.-however limited, resulted
from interactionwithoperators. and staff at the sites and
somewhat less freq4ntly through formally structured boards:
This finding points to the need to reassess prevailing
percept-ions of parent involvement and to encourage such
activities to evolve in ways best suited to the parents.

. ,

In summary, then, decisions were made at every level by
everyone in the system, with greater of lesser consequences.
In the absence of usefpl information, many operating decisions
were responseS to crises. And there was no evidence of
systematic decision-making which sought and considered
information from the field.

Starting with the Operations Plan, the Vermont FAP day
care togram was itself a responSe to decisiOns made in
Washington--underslandably, since'the'purpose of the whole
exercise was to test the,validity bf some basic assumptions in
proposed federal welfare reform legislation.. One of those
assumptions was that making money available for child care
(with minimum restraints on its use and maximum restraints on
eligibility and amounts) would quiCkly produce enough "satis-
fadtory" day care to meet programmatic needs. consistent with
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that ,assumption Therefore, decisions were made by Vermont
state officials who may have underestimated the impact of
those decisiong' pn the people most affected: the 4-C
Committees, day care providers,,coptunity-at-large and clay
care consumers--parents and children. In this context, the
absence of.a decision may have been even more significant
than an articulated decision since LICD findings substantially

. supported the notion that "no one was in charge."

However, the data disclosed not so much that "no one was in
charge of anything, but rather that someone was in charge of
economic FAP- related policy decisions while no one seemed to
be in charge of day care service delivery. decisions.
That dichotomous aspect of the pretest had .an enormous
impact on the character of Vermont's lopsided day care system,
and accounted for much of what "went wrong."

When faced with choosing among' alternatives such as
reducing the number of children, reducing the quality of
service or losing money, day care providers looked to the
state for policydecisions and received exhortations "...to
handle those kinds of decisions at their own level."1/

One major policy decision which remained unresolved at
the close of our study concerned the need for a',defin5tion of
"stable, quality child care." Vermont's attempt. at program
'quality assessment in April, 1972, resulted in & formal report2/
which did not provide enough information to be useful, pritar-

. ily because of the unrealistic constraints 'placed upon the
state staff by HEW. 1/

k.

4
. Vermont OCD will limit its assessment of

the FAP day care program to the fo lowing
.question: Is the day care site me ing
the minimum standards identified in he-

Federal Interagency Day. Care. Requirements
issued .iii 1968? 4/

The report is, on the whole, self-explanatory... It reveals
the difficulties encountered by Vermont staff in following the
rigid specificatiohs laid. down on them. The-introduction
also reflects disappeintment with a methodology which did not
.produce much substantive information about program quality.

1/ See Appendix R-1

2/ see Appendix P

3/ See Chapter 4, Controls pp. 258-261

1/ Program Quality Assessment, Working Outline, Janiiary 14, 1972
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On the other hand, .since it was a -Vermont staff decision
to use the FIADCR format and phraseology, 'it seems unrealistic
to find fault with that document for its "lack of clarity" or
"vagueness"

\

RO4ardless,evaluation is not a test to be "passed or
failed," it is a'management tool which gathers data regarding
process q_nd product Of a program in order to affect decision
making. In other words, evaluation attempts. to measure how
_efficiently and effectively An organizational, system filOVE3
toward.itS end results and how well it actually does accomplish
those results.

Therefore, in the judgment of LICD staff evaluators, the
inforMatibn gleaned from the FIADCR compliance "test" was
inadequate for purposes of determining achievement of'program
.quality. In faCt, the limitations of the technique did not
even produce meaningful information about FIADCR compliance
for. the reasons given in the report.

By .testing compliance with FIADCR in this way, no assessment
was made of the extent to which the FIADCR standards were krown
and understood by the persons' surveyed. Nor was there an
attempt to evaluate the state's efforts iu'establishing, pro-
moting and monitoring compliance with those standards.

The test results,, therefore, present a flatly negative vie,d.of
certain conditions with9.ut ;adequate explanation of how or why
those conditions eXis.V . More importantly, the,results tell us
nothing. about 5the '1pact of the' program on the children served,
a rather signi ant oversight for a day care program quality
assessment.

In tay Care, Nightmare, Patricia Bourne and her staff made
the p nt in. another way.: "Public regulations set the ingredients.
for uccess (i.e., high quality day care) we do not.know whether
tlese ingredients are-either necessary or sufficient to the

/conditions for success" 1/ "...fron the point of view of the
child, programs having x, y, z characteristics are the input.
and the effectiveness of this input must, from the child's poirt
of view, be measured in terms of its 'effectiveness in meeting
his needs"2/ "...Measuring the ratio of adults to children is
straightforward and comfortable; measuring the development of a
child's dense of competence and sense,of self is very, very
dificult: 3/ 7/

1/ Day Care Nightmare--a child ceLle.re.d_v_law_of child e_arg=
by Patricia G. Bourne, Elliott A. Medrich, Louis Steadwell,
Donald Barr, February,.1971, P. 59

2/ ib.id p. 47

3/ Ibid;- P: 60
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.3 Con tro S

Vermont's. problems with control factors resurt.ed from its
attempts to adapt 6 loose, humanistic informal style to the
need for precise compliance with legal requirements.

The exercise of control or enforcement rests upon the
assumption that the rules are known and. understbod.

Vermont day care providers were expected to comply with
federal pnd state. regulations and requirements despite the
absence of an information system and. the lack of a clearly
defined delivery system. Only the state licensing process could
be sharply identified as a. tangible control mechanism:

Through a variety ,of documents, an attempt was made. tO
impOse controls vertically from fedel-al to state, and then to
area 4-C organizations and to day care sites.

in order to evaluate this aspect.of-Vermont's day care
operations LICD staff investigated six'obviPhs areas of
control:

PAP and Title IV-A rules, as-enunciated
in the HEW/Vermont Contract, the,Operations
Plan, the FAP Interim Guidelines, and
Operating Procedures and. Other related
federal and stale documents;

v Federal'Interagency Day Care Requirements;

.Vermont state licensing policies and
procedures;

Vermont day care contracts compliance;.

Vermont day care budget control; and

Vermont day care program quality eontrol,

Chin-Adult Ratios

Vermont's TAP day care pretest emphasized two major areas
of control, money and child-adult ratios. Of these, the latter
became the most important element drawn from the federal Inter-
agency Day Care Regniremnts.

Compliance with child -adult ratios was difficu:tt to gauge
because of the fluid nature of bhesvariablestaken into
consideration. These included:

A
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Chili attendance. Identification of enrollees Eq; full
time or 'cart. ti:mi varied widely in the absence of state standards
wh.i'cI' clarl identified these catcgories. ['e found that children
were -identified as.full time enrollees whip attended.anywhere
foam five to H:ht tar more hour's a day, generally five days'a
week. Part Lim- enrollees attendance varied from a couple of
hours a day, once every week or two,, to four hourspor day, five
days per ',:cek. Some children attended sporadically, on an as-
needed [ants, sometimes full time, sometimes part time.

(b.) St,Iff-attendance. Similar problems existed in attempting
to comput.,_ or part time. adult attendance, particularly since
vGlunteers included in the ratio. For example, in attempting to
tabulate child-adult ratios at the fifty sample sites, LICD eval-
u&ors found the data too unreliable to use, partipulrly since
gt.andardized attendance records and reports did no '-exist.

(c.) Volunteers. Volunteers were computed in the child-
adult ratio and, as expected, had a fluctuating. attendance. Never-
theless, we .found no' evidence of an attempt to grapple with this
issue, either in any of the. Vermont work or .evenin the Fe'leral
Interagency Day Care.Requirements, which set forth the numerical. ratios
but stop short of explaining how to achieve them.

(d.) ,Special Problems: Children who require more adult
attention b..cause of age, handicaps or other special considerations,
presented rc.io compliance problems. ,At-the same time, staff
caPabilii; :,'iomed either to reduce or to increase ratio problems,
pointime u!, no importance of shared. information, useful training
experience.; and variations in roles and responsibilities.

(e.) -,ctivities. Ratios were also affected by facilities,
equipment ;Ind supplies, since- the nature and type of child-adult ,
interactin and environmental factors were said to have a bearing on
the numLer of children each adult could successfully handle at any
given time'.

Althoigh a child-staff ratio policy had been developed by the
state 00D and, approved by the HE-OCD Project Officer in October of
1971,1/ it.--seemed evident from the respqnses we received that the
policy, as stated, either had not been implemented in the field or
was .inadequate to answerthe complicated questions raised by
operating staffs.

Licensing

P.iggest complaintof the' licensrirs was t cir inability to
effectively do their job duct to Li?;: shortage of staff and the
resulting. increase in the workload. In addition, licensers

17-Letter from Joan.G. Babbott, M. D. to Sam (lranato, October 4,
1971.
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said there was no training as such for the staff to help thm
deal with problems of the sites.

A cutback in staff also impacted the state's ability to
mo-itor sites 'for compliance after a license .was
Nevertheless, the Chief Licenser expressed n strong desire to
move into compliance monitoring.

Based on our jinding, it seemed evident that, the state
licensing system did not build in a role for the 4-C area
committees at any step of the process, despite, the shortage
of state staff and the need'to monitor for compliance.

The Caretakers

Starting in 1966, state licensing was required of every
Vermont facility which .career for children of mare, than two
families. This provision exempted some home care operations
which otherwise met minimum PAP child care standards. .Early in
the protest, there Was considerable controversy over PAP reim-
bursement of parental optional selection of these unlicensed
home facilities.

With respect. to its control implications, the Child Care
service Contract defined a "Vendor" as "a state licensed child
care sel-vice provider" 'and a "caretaker" as: child care
service'pro-ner legally exempt from State of Vermont child
care licensing regulations but required to meet minimum
approval criteria; as set forth by the Office (of Child
Development)". In paragraph 9, the contract States:

"The Corporation (4-C) shall arrange for child care services
to be provided for eligible,children by child care vendors
licensed by the State of Vermont and in conformance with Federal
Interagency Day Care Regulations or by-Corporation and Office
(SOCD) approved caretakers..."

As written,' this paragraph specifically excludes "caretaker"
providers from compliance with 14ederal Interagency Day Care
Requirements, despite the language of that document which re-
quires unlicensed day care providers to "...meet the standards
of licensing applicable in the State."1/

The separation of "vendors".from "caretakers" raised serious
questions of quality. control since the Caretaker Appraisal
Criteria document2/ was a statement of standards which were not
built into a system to-monitor for compliance, such as the
licensing process, for example.

1/ Op. Cit. p. 2

2/ See Appendix D-3



4)

budget Control

All of the 4-C Child Care Service Contracts included
categorical budgets but LICD staff found no system of budget
control. In the course of our investigation, we learned that
bills for FAP and Title IV-A reimbursement were approved for
payment at every level without reference to financial
allocations by 4-C area or contractual stiOulations. The only
point of control was at the last step of the payment'preceSs
when staff of the state treasurer verified the bank balance
before signing the reimbursement checks. This lack of tscal
control meant there was no readily available information ,n

how much was spent for what or when--or how much was
except in the big pot of money at the state treasury. J:o,;i,v,

state officials were aware of the problem and had b,-oun L'>

develop a budget control system by April, 1972.

Policies and Procedures

The use of forms,' guidelines and other instructional.
materials was anticipated in the Plan and later developed for
ope: tions, LICD field data, however, revealed confusion,
ineffective use and inadequate understanding of many materials.
For example, some state officials tended to'describe their
guide4nes as "clear-cut" and needing only to be "used properly"
to be effective. Some 4-C leaders and sit-_,.),Lpperators, on_the
other hand, complained of "complicaed:J and 'tonflicting"
instructions or of not geAing "the right" information. when they
needed it, especially official decisions.

Based on the 4 -C responses to LICD, questions, it appeared
that SOCD had-assumed respohsibility fcir the development, and
publication of policies and precedureS. 3rrid,the 4-Cs had bc-,
come the interpreters of the law for the day (rare operators.
It would als6 appear- that thep04ai.Qs were not determined in
'any system-at-le-fashion but were sent out sporadically in
memoranda which wtre not uniformay'received by allIthe
The,FAP Interim Guidelines issued by the State Oct) on August 23,
1971, word the only published procedures. Essentially, that
document covered only eligibility and billing procedures
and did not cover day care service .delivery.

The Operations Plan diffused administrative respon-
sibility for decisions and implementation of FAP eligibility
and fiscal controls among various jurisdiction:;, depending on
when parent/agency contact was established and the type and
level of decisJop or action required. Problems of implementing
what may be consideredthe most detZiled portions of the Plan
became apparent in responses tQ the LICD survey of State, 4-C,
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local site operators and consumers of chfl'd?day care services.
Despite the'Plan's detail of what to do under certain
circumstances, how to do it remained unclear at all levels of
planning and operation.

LICD field data reflects confusion about both rAmbursement
and payment methods from the point of determining when and how
to calculate f:es, to determining dates for submitting bills
for payment. The extent of frustration with budget, Jet-.anting
and other control systems'varied with the bureaucratic level
of one's job, levels of interagency communication, accuracy of
information, and regional variation in 4-C day care site
relationships.

The tendency in the Operations Plan to stress local flex-
ibility, while a strong point for potential expression of felt
needs, was considered to be deterrent by some state policy
makers who had anticipated compliance with "clear cut guidelines"

4. Use of Risources-

Regardless of all the other dimensions of Vermont's FAP
day care pretest, what may turnout to be a mast significant
factor was implied in the infotmation that about half of the
sample sites operated out of private homes. Vermont's pretest

'-challenged. the assumption that quality child care was- somehow
related to centers or institutional facilities, rather than
a productof human interaction and imaginative use of resources.
If the Vermont experiment was disappointing to. some, that .

reaction may ha4 been more a consequence of unrealized potential
than imporfect achievement.

People

Considering people to be the.most important .resource of the
day care system, LICD staff wanted to learn who they were, what
they did and how they perceived themselves and one another in
relation to getting the job, done: providing child care for
FAP eligible families.

This line of inquiry. provided information about personal
characteristics, levels of experience and education, roles,
relationships, decision-making, information processes,
technrea1 assistance and training.

State staff said they were responsible for planning,
organizing, assisting and administerdng the Vermont day care
program. These responsibilities included developing and promul-
gating,polic,Tes and procedures, allocating resources, estab-
lishing fiscal and managerial.controis, stablishing program .
quality standards and compliance mechanisms such as licensing
and prOviding support services such as technical assistance and
training.
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All other peopl in 1..1v.. F,stem wer- responsible fir lriing
L6 rind ways t_o ,:et. the job done. The pele at the sites were
faced with the double-barrelled task of Caring for children
vrhile meeting the standards of program and accountability imi-
pose6 froM above. It must be noted here that all of the
guidelines, regulations and administrative machinery reached
their final destination at the sites.

Although the need for training at all levels was articulated
rel)eatedly in all the o:ficial. documents, LICD staff found no
evidence of a statewide training plan for state, 4-C and site
staffs, boards or parents. The state's contract with Thiokol
had resulted in a training program for state, 4-C and Head
Start staffs early in the program.1/ Any additional training
was provided by throe state trainers who coveyd the stat.,..
and attempted to assess and meet training heeds as they perceived
-them. Training was also provided by the state's program
developers in administrative areas such as certifiCation of
programs, and a few used a university, training organization
or local public or private agenejes. LICD's findings revealed
that many innovative energies generated at the local level
were contained at that level. While some people with good ideas
saw them put into action, there was little attempt on SOCD's
part to channel these energies as innovative resources to the
day care system.

Money

While Vermont spent substantial time and effort on establishing
and enforcing compliance with the rate schedules, LICD data
show that considerably less attention was given to expenditure
and accountability matters. With few exceptions, most state
and 4-'C personnel shared one characteristic in common--the
inability to provide accurate revenue and expenditure figures
upon request. LICD findings reflect that phenomena and include
financial informttion obtained at interviews and pieced together.

Most of the 4-C leaders were not able to provide detailed
';nformation- about their income and expenditures. Each 4-C.
maintained separate records for FAP, Title 1V-A, and Parent
Fees( but- most of them had no record of their day care sites'
income or expenditures, .bven through many said that the sites
were "losing money" and needed more .fu ds.

As the LICD investigation drew to a close'in May, 1972,
Vermont newspapers reported angry meetings between state
officials and representatives of 4-g and day care providers who
objected to projected budget cuts plus the transfer of 900
additional children from the Welfare Department's rolls to
day care, and their apparent nability to influence these.
decisions. As the day care pretest neared the close of its
second year, state officials announced that all Title lti-A

1/ See pp. 121-125

1
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'tit Lehi it, imliais (25 d exi - .3 t o
. mmiin t , t . i: ) an S Ii I. than on I': L 2 1/2';

which had been by 12 1,2; tram fit': state's doneral fund.

State °Uncials wei:e also worri,,d about financing a
statowido day care program without Lhe special fund:;, wi:ich hdd
be(,ri'm:Ide'available for the Kri.P pretest.. .:st a meeting th
4-C representatives and day care operators on Nov 197,
Secretary of Human Services, William Cowl';;, expl;itined thy
preblem.j.

be said it is now certain that Family
Assistance Plan funds, which will funhel
$960,000 into the Day Care opc13-aLion for
I iscal 1973, will end July 1, 1974,
affecting almt)st half of the children
now servgd in the 'progrJm../

.

(a.) Budget Centro]. LiCD findings ni te I a. lact thHt hp
person in a.total g'

revenue and e::p.giditurosi Payments -,..vin a; royal .%.:ithout .17c
to contractual applications and any ro.;uost ter finanoi data'
uniformly set 11110 arch throutO recerds tha.t w-re not deiHdriod
for ready ret.ieval. The only exception to this occurred it; tin'

Departillent of Education's special food seroic: pro-train LI;-

accounf clerk who It, ndled the day care food budget kept accurate
up-dated records and easily responded to all re'!uests for in-
formation. it should he noted here that,tle revenue' and expeuditur
charts for fiscal yez,rs 1971 and 1972 2/ wHic precargd.'For this
report by LICD staff who pieced the information together from
various stiurces, with special help from the SOCD Business Manager.

(b.) basic Procedur. Basic4q.-)blems with the billing
procedure seemed to flow from (1.)7 reimbursement/payment time
nelays, (2.) inadequate understanding of the billing procedure and
forms, (3.)-icadeguate technical assistance and (4.)constantly
changing forms and procedures.

1

. The most serious problem the 4-Cs seemed to have witlithe
billing time was not with late payments but rather with the
length of time.which elapsed between-di-he submission of the
bill by the operator and t)o receipt of reimbursement at the
site. According to the system, this time lag seemed unavoidable.
A number of 4-Cs said they would.rprefer to have a direct grant
to reduce the time lag. It was our understanding, however, that
Rutland's direct grant contract model was not considered successful,
would not be renewed and was not expected to be repli.cated elsewhere
in Vermont. (This direct grant,cariginlly scheduled to expire.
in May, was extended to June 30, 197?.).

1/ Monsanrat, Nick, "Day Care Centeinto.Get Less-Money, More
Kids", Rutland Daily Herald, May 4, 1972. See Appendix R-1
for full reprint.

2/ See Appendices C-1 and C-2.



53

(c.) Allocations vs. C'osts.,<ICD findings verified that
resource allee3rons were based on estimated costs of certain
categorical expenditures and could not he correlated with actual
costs described in the dati. The following list includes cost
factors which were not accounted for 'n Vermont's financial
Planning for the day care system:

overhead administrative costs of providing the
day core food program by the Department of
Educr.tion and the State-Purchasing Division,
Agency of Administration.

overhead administrative costs of processing
day care bills and payments by the Finance
Department and State Treasury.

overhead administrative costs of providing legal
services in the Office of the Attorney General.

overhead administrative costs of supervising
the day care program by the Agency of Human
Services.

Contributions Of people, places and things where
the equivalent 'dollar value could have-been
computed to arriVc at a "rear cost of doing
business.

In comvarativc studies, the average cost per week per child
ranged from $39.42 to $48.00

(0.) Pro&cdural and Polidy Problems. The most controversilil
day care issue, still unresolved as this study drew to a clost7l,
was projected allocation of 10ited funds for:a clay care program
that was growing faster than it could be managed. Ironically,
although more emphasis had been placed on the control and. allocation
of money than on any other single element of the PAP day care
prelest,l/ general d'issatisfaction with fiscal. policies and
procedures was widespread and could be traced to the following
factors:

(`I.) In a system which stressed uniformity of reimbursement
rates and eligibility standards, there was no attempt to
-standardize costs: Salary levels fluctuated from no compensation
for some day ,care operators to substantial salaries for
administrative personnel. Costs varied from site to site
and 4-C to 4-C and seemed-to have little or no relation to
the sums of money allocated to them

1/ Vis-a-vis eligibility requirements, child-staff ratios, fc,e/
rate schedules and billing and reimbursement procedures.
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(2.) Constantly ch,aging and complicated billing procedures
and inadequate technical assistance created time delays for
the operators who did not always understand the Changes and

consistently.billed- as .late :s three or four months after the
submitt;ed incorrect or inadyate information. Some sites-

fact because, they said, they'd "f gotten" to include one.
or two children in a previous bill.

(3.) Some sitis found it necessary to obtain Bane loans or
to borrow money from 4-C or personal sources in order to pay
their bills when reimbursement chocks worti 1Wie. This hand-
to-mouth style of operation seemed to charaltize Vermont's day
care program and as much-as anything, reflected the. absence
of a "system" to get the job done. Day care providers operated
on a week to week basis and only the larger centers with
multiple funding sources had some form of annualized budgets.

(4.) Earl: of agreed ai,on understanding of terms such as
full-time and part-time led to confusion and conflict, despite
the development. ofNtateidefinitians in an attempt to resolve
the issue.

(5.) V'hile complaints tore .tiniformly heard about deficiencies
due to lack of money, a $40000.00. surplus accumulated at the
-top during FY '72 and. generated controversy over whether it
should be returned Co the State's general fund or'used to meet
day care costs.

(6.) Even though FAP and Title IV-A rates wore integrated
at the-state level, each program continued to be administered
independently because of differences in day care el4gibility,
billing and accounting requirements. Therefore, program
integration at the 4.-C (De site levels was an uvecilistic
expectation of state and federal decision maker

(7.) The 4-Cs and day care providers.were expected to.
maintain a double entry bookkeeping system which would accurately
reflect all transactions by-funding source. In practice, few
operators-understood this requirement and, with some exceptions
(such as the large centers), kept relatively fw financial records.

(8.) Although the FAP daycare pretest objective was the
' provision of child care for FAOh eligible families, there was

no evidence that employers made financial contributions to
support the program.

(9.) There was no one individuor unit of state-
.

government which exercise.budget control over day care
expenaitures, a glaring deficiency in a federally funded s ate-
operated program. Even at the 4-C level there were no regul,r-
updted records of site budgets, reimbursements or expenditures,
although a few 4-C leaders attempted to maintain some records
of bills for reimbursemeht.
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(10.) Some sites and 4-Cs effected cost savings through
central, or joint purchasing, even though there was no statewide.
system to increase the benefits of such efforts.

(11.) The major problem with ancillary services was inade:
quote funding. A number of large and 5Mall centers were
running deficits due to a low reimbursement rate which didh't
cover certain supportive services.

The probl.-!m further complicated when FAP and 1V-A
rates did not match the !'cad Start rates. iks a result, some
operators either did not provide equal clay care services, or
ran up deficits trying to subsidize the'FAP/IV-A children.

5. Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C)

Theoretically, the concept of community coordinated child
care implies a system of local development and control of child
care. Vermont's 4-C system became a response to funding sources
with all their, requirements and regulations. The bureaucratic
spiderweb of federal -state financial controls left little
initiative to local' 4-C committees which couldn't ;provide day
care services without the public funds. Indeed, the area 4-Cs
existed only because they provided a layer of decentralized
aa.linistration between. state government and the day care
providers.

C,erall, our investigation revealed serious frustrations
.among the 4-C leadership over the smoldering issue of
develOpmental versus custodial care. There seemed to be
consensus:that 4-C committees were designed to provide services
to children, not families, and that federal funding from
whatever source should be,. primarily, a means to that
end. This point of view was confirmed in the responses we
received to questions concerning families. In every case,
4-C leaders told LICD investigators that they kept their
records and organized their activities around children rather
than families and, therefore, could not respond specifically
to our questions about the FAP oact on families or parent
employment factors.

There was also consensus F5n,the need for .quality day-
core for children of working parents and agreement with the
overall goals of a welfare reform strategy which would provide
employment alternatives to a dole. Nevertheless, the 4-C
leadership agreed that day care eligibility should include
children's needs, in addition to Cho economic needs of
families. 4-C leaders described their F.osition as being
i'caught in the middle" between their own priGrties of
quality child care and complibnce with FT.P and Title 1V-A
fundi,ng sources in order to Stay in,business.
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Encopt for its earliest role in helping to organize the
area 4-Cs, thrState 4-C Committee hail 'no direct relationship
with day cii ,peratiorls. This fact, however, ,did not seem to

known or .61.Cerstood in the field where State 4-C and State
wore talked of as if they were one unit. However, by

nprring-of 1972, the State 4-C Committee had 'begun to' monitor
area 4-C compliance with theAl-cProgram_Snide and:had
r,-2tructured itself with the. Governor's approval, to include
an its thirty members sixteen consume s (parents), eight
1-rpresentatives of the private sector (selected by each area !

1-C), aril representative from each of the six major state

It seemed obvious that 'the State 4-C Committee's role
more indistinct and diminished as the Office of

Cbii4 Development became the powerful dispenser- of day carti

!)e.4tme

rules and money. In May, 1972, when the LICD study was colt-
14ted, the State 4-C Committee-was' "redefining its role"/

ant working toward achievement of the broader 4-C child/
'1-vrls which had become overshadowed by FAP day ,:ay(2

an4 itu influential funds.

. Since Vermont's FAP/Title IV-A eligibility,renuirements
limited federal support funds to low incomeilies, 4-C child
care in Vermont came to be identified askrranti-poverty program.
!:ocognizing that factor and what was sown as the basic conflict

,he.tween RAP objectives -nd 4C objec,t%TVes,1/ the state attempted
to resolve the issue by moving t5vclarlfy 4-C/FAP/IV-A objectives
in the consolidated child care,/g-ervice Contracts. Rut some further
kind of,tonceptual accommodation may he needed if the 4-C is to
become a viable mechanism to7prdmote day care for the working poor.
basically, the unresolved corflict revolved around whether or not
publ.ically funded day care Vermont should, he limited to children
of the Working poor and, if s', whether or not the' area 4-C
committee. was the most appropr .ate administrative layer between
day care operating sites. and th state Office of Child Development.

6. Day Care Sup ort Resources

.Providers of FAP day care sevices.in Vermont found them-
selves pretty much on their own Oen it came to locating and
using supportive resources. FAPPiry care planners had assumed
that PAP eligible children would,/receive medical care under'
ediciid, and "seed grants" werc/ available for some renovation
of f. ilities. Centers serving/Title IV-A and FAP children
were eligible'for food under t/ie state's special feeding
program and surplus commoditi6s distribution program. Alternative
types of transportation wore/also to be developed and tested,
special*/ in --L.ural corimiunit/ies.

Day care for economic reasons versus rise care for chum
development reasons.
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Ore other important idea appeared in the MW/Vermont
contract, the requirement that existing organizations were to

.

Ape used ..for administrative expediency whenever possible.

LICD. survey results described the indistinc( pattern of
local mechanisms which evolved to transport, feed and provide
health service to children in day care sites. Inconformity
with the Operations Plan, various methods were expected to
develop. in a form. most appropriateto specific site needs.
However, difficulties'experienced in obtaining funds and
other factors (described in Chapter 5) pointed up the need
,Eor general guidelines which could have reduced some oc,the
stress and. frustration within and among agencies trying to
organize and deliver support services. In addition,' State
level expressions of concern regarding inadequate funding for
support services indicated tlet the Operations Plan should
have anticipated the problem. and provided coordinative mechanisms
for the eq,Atable allecation.Of potentially scarce re:i ources.

cAA/Head Start
.

.

. . ,

Relationships between the CAZ\s'and the 4-Cs varied from
one community to another. The wide spectrum of differences
ranged .from,N.nterlocking responsibilities, which caused
confusion at'.he site level, to distantly. polite competition
over the merit. of head Start versus day care. Everyone's
confusion at eve- y lev'el over a multiplicity of organizations
and agencies was evident infield data.

,

.

Therewas little 4 -C coordinatiqn with Head Start despite
the fact that Head Start provided techrlical assistance in some
communities to open new clay care centers and that a significant
number of sites had Head Start children in'their care.

.
.

In view of the contradictions befween the stated purpose
of using existing' resources and starting the FAP child care
program from scratch, the problems which developed were
probably inevitable. Integration of child care resources was
apparently expected to "just happen" at the operating level
(4-C and siLe) while no attempt was made to 'integrate or et ..

least to systematically coordinate existing childcare services
from the 'state level. It must be remembered, here, that some
child care services had been in operation.inyermont before the
FAP pretest. These included: Head Start, Model Cities day care,
Parent-Child Centers, Consumer Controlled Community Child Care
(57-C), Title IV-A reimbursement, and a number of puillic and
private clay care providers throughout the state operating
in homes, schools, churches and commlinity facilities.

Food

While the food program seemed to be operating smoothly,
LICD arcV ilysts identified several issues which posed potential
probleMs.

. ,

O
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These included staff limitations, no relationship to
th licensing process., lack of clarity respeCting eligible day
ca,.e facilities, inadequate funds and unrealistic demands
upe. s4e-operators for detailed food consumption records
whi:h appeared to have no purpose.

Overall-, it appeared that the food pregram suffered from
not having been' incorporated into a total statewide day care
design.

'Health

It would -appear. that Vermont .had not found a way to comply
with either the, health requirement in the FIADCR or the 4-C
guidelines when a state 8fficial, at an orientation session on
February 3, 1972, said that the state, had no money for physical
examinations, given the existing day care rate, and t'oat
Medicaid was the only available resource for those unable to
buy health care. When interviewed, state officials and day care
operators agreed that inadequate funding was the major problem h.
iieproviding, health services.

Analysis of this important ancillary service indicated -

that funding alone wouldn't solve the problem unless some other
important issues were also resolved. Vermont needed answers to
some basic questions, such as;

Was there a statewide inventory of all health -

care resources by type, location, availability
and cost?

.

What criteria were used by day care operators
and staff to determine a child's health status?

' Was there a procedure for providing statewide
health care by helping communities shard
available resources, such as physicians,
dentists, nutritionists, therapists and
emergency equipment?

Was there a procedure to identify, diagnose
and provide care 'for children with special
health problems such as physical or mental

.- handicaps or emotional problems?

Since FAY. and Title- IV-A children were
eligible for Medicaid, and Head Start health
services were available to some of the
children, why wasn't the Head Start health
care system expanded to inclu9e-11 the clay
care children?

In su7Nle lack of adequate health care services probably
resulted as much from a fragmented, unsystematic approath\as
from inadequate funds.

o



Transportation

Overall, Vermont seemed to be:meeting transportation needs
reasonably welf, at least for those youngsters enrolled in
the program. It may be important.o Vermont, however, to
determine if there were FAP'eligible families who didn't
participate in the program because they had' no transportation.

FQ.,dliaCk and Problems

by and large, most of the day-care operators wore satisfied
with the quality of the. transportation and food services
they were providing to the children and said food services were
better than transportation services and that health services were
thi) least satisfactory. A11 of the parents interviewed said they
were reasonably satisfied with the day carp, service their.Children
were receiving.

.., Basically, state officials and day care operators ,,graed"!
on the major problems with providing these supportive day care
services. Of those who said there were problems, all agreed'
that inadequatp funding was the major problem for health, food
and transportation 'services. In addition to 'inadequate funds,
state- officials agreed that a lack of resources and not enough
help from the state were major problemS in providing health
services. They also agreed' -that a lack of cordtiunity
was a major problem in providing -transportation services.
ProblemS identified with the provision of food services created
some differences-of opinipn between state officials and
operators, who identified. uncooperative agencies and not
enough help from the suite as the source of trouble, while .

state officials named not enough staff or money as,the major
problems. One state official said the overall problem was
that operators and parents needed to know more about existing
services 'and how to get them, especially during the organizing
period. But here, again, the burden for knowing "what to do"
was transferred to the parents and providers who couldn't be
expected to "know' unless some method was found.to distribute
useful information at the 4-C or state levels.

Summary.

The Vermont Model F7-0 Child Care'Service System, as a
pretest of propoTed legislation, was sensitive to propose
amendments to that legislation and experienced some-minor
shifts in detail as news.from Washington drifted to.Vermeat.
Nevertheless, the pretest remained.pretty much on the PAP.
course ancLSo did the LICD study. The Federal'Interagency
Day Care Requirements were under revision (although nearly
released-for public scrutiny in October, 1971,) but still
net amended as this study closed, which meant that yermont
was required'to comply with the 1968 version.

0
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As ;t: nr,F.rd the end c: s,:.;!t,nd o'f three ar
`,,Qrmont's Child care

Each
systo:f had begun to

elGp a life of its own. Each bfthe "Specific Tasks'
(Y,llined in the state's contractlwith liIM either had been
complied with or were in procoss and thqate was starting
io plan fo.: 1974 when the FAD protest'Vuld be phased out.

The recomm,T.dations which. followz attempt to synthesic
w-St eleMents of Vermont!''S operational

pretest no that this experience may. be "useful. for develcv,iny
naLional policy and statc4i.de child car .service systems.

.

it.
..

Wh.ile t sere may be some unaoidable .o,verlap, recommt.:s-hnttons
which appeared in Volume 1, The PTann.ingPr=ess, have not ,I!,en
repeated here and it is sugdesed t..-l-ptiAboth sets of resimilii-

'dations be considered together. , t

4 ..
,

.

SUMMARY AND WECOMMENDATINS V,OLUAr: .1i

'('he (g Svistew

' 1. DefinitionEi

41*

(a.) "Child care" rat;: ,-'' than "day-care" should be used
describe such services since wr,;rking'parents.and'espL,ctally-,,
low-incpmeiparents, work n'ignts, weekends, aplit.shifts holidays
and other' irregular hours. This broader'dcsignation, is more
likely to encourage the developmept and availabili,ty'pf 24 hour
service ro meet the real .needs of working 14arent.;.

(h.) Federal, state and local, officials should work togetae2
through the HEW Office ofChild DeYedopment to define "quality
child care ". and.ity actual cost so tha,uniform national
standards of ,quality and costs can be established to avoid,
discrimination, against some children because of inadequate,
unequal or unavailable resources.

9

2. Separation of Services and resources

Child care services delivery should be:;argani'zed and operated
to meet the needs of children and their falAilics.. Resources should
be treated as means to achieye that end. Therefore, .i.t is ,

recommended that child care services be separgtedfromchildj:are
resources by developing and operating. . ,,

, . .

ea.) an action. P Alan to deliver stle,.Nality
child care service w1Lich is child-contertd
and-meets the needs 61 the clieAtfle$opu-
latconincluding work/training referrals
for p6rents and.thasprovision og arit-i,lla- ,

services to the.'program.

1.

,(Ip'.) an action plan to identify, locate,'obtain and
use all the h,Fce.,ssarv,resourCes tp.suppd.-.)rt rho
service .delivery plan. Euh_child .card 'provider
should be required to develop and use an

o
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annuali2ea budget to ensure sufficient fields
for quality care. Resources could include:

(1) federal, state and local public funds;.
(2) state and loCal child %er,ice agencies,

bothliublic and private;
(3) private' funds;
(4) volunteer services;
(5) donations of facilities, equipment,

supplies and food;
(6) shared resources with other related

activities, such as Head Start, Model
Cities day care, Parent-Child Centers,
e,tc.

(7) Employer and labor union contribution;
(8) Centralized purchasing or borrowing.

3. State characteristics and hasic elements of child care

Each'state's child care service system.should meet its
own needs by taking its community characteristics into conSider-,
ation when establishing policies and procedures to incorporate
the following basic elementsinto a statewide child care system:

children

parents or guardians

a statement of objectives

a time-phased work. plan

money

child.care staff

facilities (homes, centers, institutions), equipment,
supplies

food

administrative support services

ancillary services (i.e,., health, transportation, social,
educational)

-e operational systems which include planning and evaldation

standards of quality

information

.controls or accountability
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time

community'resources

Information

A comprehensive information network should' hoome the core
of the child care service system since every aspect of the'program
lepends on information. Such a network would ens'ire feedback from
persons in the service system. and would permi+- participative
d'ecision making by providing oFportunities to be/heard. Computerized
'management information systems are only One -type of data source.
Structured personal contacts, such as the type used for the LICD
study, may prove to be more productive for feecback than written
communications.

The state should develop and distribute (Alild care policies
and procedures through a systematic network wpieh reaches all levels
of the operating system in a .useful form-. On6 element of such a
network could be a child care newsletter to flacilitate dissem-
inatior of useful statewide information. To be most effective,
such a rUblicatton should receive input from all over the state
and contain'lmislative and instructional news ,as well as
resource information about child care-related organizations and
a9encies.

Statewide coordination

Each child care provider should have a single coordinative
state agency point of contact as its source,o information and
technical assistance concerning child development standards,
fiscal management, policy, procedure and other state-wide respon-
sibilities.

'ibis could be accompliShed through:

(a.) bette.r and more extensive use of existing
programs by integrating them-at the state
level;

' -

(b.) cost savings thrountralized purchasing
of supplies, food and equipment;

(c.) sttcwide trainincAprogams which respond to
onthe-job needs childcare providers.

6. qmbur--ment

States should reimburse parents, not child care providers,
but sot a reasenable ceiling on foes to ensure compliance with
quality standards and to prevent exploitation by those few
providers who might seek to expand profits at the expense of
the children. This procedure could drastically reduce administra-
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Live an-Ti stiil scrimti'.1dminisative technical 1::6,-;istancr
to those providers who wai it. This cocld he detic.

(a.) provide U '1 el' families with mc.r. y (nht
vouehers) to h 4hase the servises f th.hir
choice rather t. reimbursing th.- prcviders
through s-:tate controlled mechrnisms.

use net income -tax figures to det:ermi(le
ability to repay.

(c.) establish a revolving fund fer -ar. -tits '

the 1..aca I level. to provide child re or credi
of interest .free loans , to i

to the reiolving fund when the horro.,......r Is
;11)10. .

. Financial 'Irnag..-ment

Certification of ieligibilitv and payment rHmhursement
:thoulcit he th responsibility of a single state agency. The
fecicirrl social security system offers a viable e'i,:ample because
its function is entirely fiscal.and removes such decisions from the
clint/provider reirt.cionship. This approach is the most economical
for both planning and operating and -can lead to sqhStantial savings
in administrative costs by means of:

(a) simplif.ying. and improving f_Pscal management.
by -l'eparating service delivery from financial
resources in planning, budgeting, operating
and evaluating;

(b) simplify:nc and improving administrativ6
procedursto eliminate unneceSsary,c
ioappropr.iate and uneconomical fiscal
controls which frequently cost more money
than they save:

(c) better use of staff time for both 'child care
serviCes and fisca.1 management. Piople who
work with childr2n should not havcito be
resptcliiile for records and ..;:e.pOr'..s- as well.

8. Child care Providers
, ' ......."

.
,

.
, (mild care providers should be required to meet perScnal

an) oPerational stanuards before having children entrusted to
tem.' Thi's will-require realistic standards, 'appropri;ite
pr-ooration and an effective compliance system which facilitates
rather- than inhibits service deliVery withput sacrificing' quality



tooci to the child cre system cou,ld h,-coma: a
CL scosinic ,;rowth for local farmers. Rather than brinqino

saipias :flo ti s, into rnor rural states, such a:; VL-:rmont,
f'.Aret could prCello nutritious frcsh fond at reasonable cost.

Child car,,, systems should ma. rrovision for children witl,
h,Aalth prohHms. Health-rylat:cd factors,have ramifications

adult-c: Ha ratios, enrollee attcndanco and the Mint: of
'D'Arents to W,./fk or focc'iV(. trairino.

!

Ai.

Vhs,. h4tionol 4-C office in the Department of faith, Education
shoUla help to clarify the roles and resy,onsibilities

And local 1-C committoris.

4,60flapism has a broKer/ombudsman potential for child,
,..ra hat ,O.1.,(!ulT,-?4dependent funding in order to play that

s2ff.Liv0;./. ::'4-(crgahizations in various states and regions
iii ci 1h.orf7.0sylore and strengthen th...!ir roles as child

,tdvocats,-.,.igardles--6 child core funding sources.,

1.

t.
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Chapter 1

Background of the Verm, .t FAP Pretest

At the national level in Washington, D. C., both the
Congress and the Administration (inl968and 1969) rellect
the national mood toward weirare reform- -the need to find
a replacement.for a welfare system nniversally'considere0
unsatisfactory by welfare recipients, seal workers,
government officials and taxpayers.

Welfare reform studies throughout the nation motivated
the Congress to review and revise numerous coMonents of the
national welfarc.program, culminating in President Nixon's
proposal for developing and testing the Family Assistance
Plan as a mechanism to more adequately disperse financial
resources throughout the population.

With a strong emphasis on developing self-sufficiency
through "workfare" rather than welfare, coupled with
overtones of revenue sharing, a statewide PAP pre-test was
conceived to see what would happen if the federal government
provided financial resources for such a pretest with a
minimum of red tape.

In addition to legal and 1..inancia.1 accountability, some
requirements were to be imposed, such as the need to develop
alternative models, but, by and large, the selected state
was permitted some latitude in pretesting PAP.

At the state capitol in Montpelier, Vermont, officials
saw an opportunity to obtain federal resources for a project
which was,, for" once, comfortably compatible With that
conservative state's traditional attitude toward welfare
dependency.

At the local level, citizens concerned withthe need
for direct services were looking to federal funding to meet
crisis needs, such as income maintenance, jobs and clay care.

Originally, three projects "in the field of income.
maintenance experimentation were developed by the Department
of Health, Education-and Welfare. The largest and most
important of.these was the proposed state-wide 'project to
pretest the Family -Assistance Plan in Vermont. The other
two projects, located respectively in Seattle, Washington
and Gary, Indiana, were more limited, research-oriented
projects similar in deSign to the 'two. 0E0 sponsored experi-
ments in New Jersey and those in rural communities.
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Ti: e original purpose_of the Vermont pv-)ject. was to
pretes: and evaluate a 7ffcgtype for the President's
propose(_. Familyssistinplan including several varjat:, ot
the aeministrative mecOrliM required. The Vermont project
:culd represent the first-attempt by the federal governmebi
to sta-.t-up and operational problems in a major

:c-ram through a sizeable but controlled preliminary
fie1,1 trial of the procTram.

The income maintenance portion of the project was
estimated to cost $6 million annually exclusive of admin-
istrative and evaluation costs. The Department of La:(ir anC
the Office. of Child Development were also to participate in
the development of the manpower and day care portiens-oi
plan and additional funds would be provided for these
components. It was as-sumed that the Vermont project 'con l
operate for one to three years or until such time as the
Family Assistance Plan was implemented nationwide. 1/

After almost a year and a half of planning, dn iii:;
do6iment (dated October 27, 1970) described protest
objectives as follows:.

Administration of the Family Assistance
Program is largely uncharted. It involvem
removing existing welfare payments pro-
grams from state or lecal.administration
with minimal federal direction and placing
them, along with a new payments program
foe the working poor, under direct federal
operational control or :ndor state control
with close federal direction aimed at
uniform eligibility and consistently
excellent service to the public. In
addition new work incentives afe provided
aimed at moving PAP clients .toward self-
sufficiency. These program objectives
involve extensive liaison and operational
interaction 5mong SRS, DOL, VRS, OCD,
and various state. agencies.' .

The PAP pretests are. aimed at comparing
effectiVeness of alternative federal inter-
agency and intra-agency administrative
procedures, to develop a viable PAP admi .-
istrative :stem. In addition, although
the period involve. is short, we expect to
provide an evaluation plan to show movement

1/ Source of funds: Sections 1110 and 1115 of the Social
Security Act.
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o cl..,nts through the referral process
to.training or rehabilitation, to work, to
child care, or to.,-social services as well
as changes in earnings for thecourse of
tic" pretest. The result of this evalu-
ation will be a report to Congress, as re-
gaired in the enabling legislation, which
will state administrative experience, ..

hales for estimating participation in PAP-
administezed programs, and tentative indiL
c_711_-n of validity of program concept. '1/

Puriucj the planning process, a decision was made in
::iii kin,1ton to eliminate the income maintenance component of
the Vermont pretest, which left these four PAP support
_:omyinents to be tested:

1. Employment/Training,
2. Social Services,
3. Vocational Rehabilitation, and
4. Child Care,

This chapter ddscribes and analyses the planning process
for the child care component within the broader context ot.
t!In <pr.? YAP pretest.

BACKGROUND OF THE CHILD CARE COMPONENT

In June 1970, tie 'Department' of Health,
Education, and Welfare contracted with the
State of Vermont to (1) develop a detailed
plan for federal administration of the
Family Assistance Program, (2) develop"a
model plan for day care under FAP and to
expand the day care. facilities throughout
tte state, (3) gbtain baseline information
on potential FAP recipients, and (4)devel-
op a,referral system for the activities
of all.agencies contributing to the
registration and service. features of PAP,
The Department of Labor and HEW also funded
three companion projects in the Burlington-
Morrisville area, including a social
services project, a manpower services
project focusing on upgrading and special
works projects, and a vocational rehabil-
itation support services project These
projects represent all the essential
components of a family assistance. system

(From an HEW document, untitled and unsigned, dated
Oct:. 77, 1970.)

F
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(except the actual income maintenance
payments operation) and were designed to
delineate and resolve policy and opera-
tional problems which will have an impact
on notional program implementation.

An aillunt of .$1,304,000 was set aside for
the deVelOpment..of a model FAP-Child Caro
Service system for Vermont which (1) could
becutilized in_determining national
alternatives for effective operation of
the child care component of the Family .

Ass;_stance Plan and (2) would he demon-
strated through the expansion of child
care services and facilities throughout
the state, with primary emphasis on the
objective.-of supporting manpower needs.
The three primary tasks of the contractor
in carrying out this project were:

,1 To complete aninventery of the
existingsLate of child care programs
in Vermont and, on the basis of this-
inventory, identify the typos and
extent of care needed for potential
FAP recipients, :ind make projections
regarding the future of child care
programs.

2 Also on the basis of the inventory,
to develop_a model.FAP child care
system which would be cognizant of
and responsive to the needs of F,,AP-
families, as well as being capable
of being quickly implemented under
varying political, economic and social
conditions. The product of this effort
was to be a system of practical alter-
natives which could be exercised in a
community- -given a set of defined
situational factors--and which, when
implemented, would quickly result in
the proVision of adequate and suff.i-
cient child care services -in that
community.

3 Through actual. Operation of child, care
programs in the state, to explore
techniques for the rapid development
and expansion of child care services.
Operational problems in terms of
agency or group :levelopmental coordi-



nation, staff-. training,. program management
and political or community supliert wou.C.d
be well documented and. planning and, opera-.
tional staffs would develop and tesolu-
t:io::s which anticipate, if not
overcome, administrative and program
problems which might arise in an overall
PAP day care systA. (See icppeslis
for delineation of specific pro-i,e,
tasks.)

0
To accomplish these tasks, the contract
called for establishment'ora FA1' child'
care planning staff to carry out the
planning aspects of tht system and an
operational staff to implement the design,
with close contact and coordination to be
maintained between the two components.

The HEW-Vermont contr,c' also called for
tIte conduct of an inde ,ndent evaluation
o the child care component of the
Vermont project through-an outside agrney
(LICD). This evaluation was to focus on:

(a) how quickly child care resources
are developed and expanded

(b) how responsive.the child care
system is to the needs of children
and their families eligble through.
FAI), and

(c) how effectively the administrative
mechanisms operateto facilitate
these activities.

The earliest records (memoranda,. letters, notes, etc.)
of

income
Vermont PAP pretest are devoted almost' exclusively

to ncome maintenance testing, welfare statistics and
mandatory employment for-certain categories of welfare
recipients. yhe provision of child care f4( working parents

igradually began to appear n the documents :emu. time after
the. initial planning in-Washington was well Underway.

,1/ From the HMI Pecuest for' Proposal which contained the
specifielitions for'this LiCD evaluation study.
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On the other hand, '.'ermont's offi6Ial interest in day'
care problems had begun to takefOrm as far bac}, as 1966,,-
when the state had first legislatively required licensing
of day care facilities by the State Department of Social
Welfare.

Due to limitations of staff and other resuurces, most
of the earliest licrising work-hours were devoted to licens-
ir- of foster homesBut even private kindergartens and
nursery schools had come under the- licenr.iing requirement by
July 1, 1970, reflecting official. recognition of .the need for
Upgrading child care standards.

The State Office of Economic Opportunity; under the
direction of Tom Davis, provided catalytic leadersh9) in the
growth of Vermont's Head Start and Day Care activities. Davis
brought Dan Holland to Montpelier from Bennington, where
Holland had been the first director to apply for Title IV -A.
.monies for day care. .It had been Dan Holland who learned
about the Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C 'program
`Iron Preston Bruce, in Washington, and it was Holland who
organized'the Statewide 4-C program in Vermont, at the request
of the :Governor. The folltiwing year, Holland became ::.he
Deputy Director of SOE0 °with responsibility for all statewide
my care. '

In 1969, several months before Dan Holland had begun
to work with the statewide- 4-C organization, George Carcagno
was conducting a statewide negative income tax study for SOLE,
hased on a plan he had developed in 1968.

Then, in Auga,A, 1969, President Nixon submitted his
Family Assistance Plan to Congress in a nationwide broadcast.
;;Pertly afterwards, Vermont becaMe interested in participating
,nd switched its emphasis from the negative income tax to.a
FAP income maintenance plan. At about the same time, Senator
!ibicoff's amendment to the PAP bill required (statewide)
preteSting,in at least two states.

Ironically, a Washington decision later eliminated the
income Mai,ntcnance component and. Vermont s pretest consisted
cdi the four support components, alone.

A
,

So there wero the two tracks running parEll.el, day care
and wc1fare reform, each ';Erog.ram" with its o constituency,
its own <goals and its own:advocates.

.

;everal important factors appear to have been responsible
for tiw-c.onflict situati:ons which deVeloped between the Day
Care Operations Unit and the FAP.Planning staff in Vermont.

(
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OnI the one hand, the CAP:lar-aind
as a non-operational unit, with responsibility for CU..voloping
and helping to imPlement the testing and' analyses of ,a broad
range welfare reform. strategics. 'rho most important of
these was to have been a statewide income maintenaLce ;..etest,

supported hY four related "service" comPonents: empleymont:
...-h.aring, social services, vocational tehabilitation and

nd it was as employees of the SOLO that Eatjr.. Fu
,.:,urge Carcayno :'rote the Vermont: PAP proposal, which

_..tried the concept of separating Pranning

Later, as the work began, agency positions wrrr,.- .n;

in Vermont watch matched their counterparts in tiash.i n.

related to the Office of Child Development in HEW and
the FAP Planning Staff in Nontpelier related to FAP
in EEW.

So the controversy between thc two orgiani z<a Lions became.
a power struggle over wbet)16r PAP, as a pretest, should fit
into the SOEO's statewide day care scheme (Davis /pollard)
or whether clay care, as on1-7!'of four prtest components,
should cdt.into the statewide PAP scli'eme (Carciagno/Futr:ill.

This traditional vertical federal-State-local relacio
ship. is evident it; the entire PAP pretest. Each of th.e
components was funded vertically, and was separately responsible ,

to its categorical funding source.

In order to simplify our evaluative description o:,
planning process, thefindings and 'analyses have been di-,-ided
into'ifour majorcategories.

b' Organization and Management;
2. Day Care Services;
3. Money; and

k

4. Evaluation.

. Each category contains an evaluative description of what
was expected by the funding agencies and what was achieved
dUrin1 the planning period.

Hw following chapters examine each of the above'
cato.jories in terms of the expectations of the planning
process and those achievements which can be idenWied and
analyzed at this time.'.

Expectations include those expressed in the Vermont-HEW
contract, the.OO-HEW Agreement, the Mathematica and ThicAol.
(-:.1-ntracts and in LICD interviews withFeaCM7Ta-5e arm local
people. (Soo the Appendices for details.)



I.

A.

"CUSTODIADEVELOPMENTAL"

From the very Y.,egiaining,of this investigatiten,.seteTal
i..smi,i'dominated the research: in one form pr another, they
al.poare'd in Written- matbrials and in conversAions. I:serl-
Lally, they reflected a lack of agreement on the real
objective of the Vermont CAP Child care,petest and,,,
cOnc,mlitantly-, tliey reflected a range of expectations ..lich
tended to produce some shai:p.ntisions among staff'at,all
levels.

One issue predominates...and threads 0-6-ough all the lathers,
. the issue of custodial versus developmental child care. :jhere
can Wno doubt that tie planning process and its productS
were affected by thekpolariAtion aPound .

Furthermnre,,the custodial / developmental cisagreement
became a cloetkt'th. L uid the more urgent problems inherent
in conflicting expectations and iniadequato administrative
machinery. -

After a,11,.it may. be easier'todespair over irreconcil-
able philosophiCal- diffs.rences-than it is to dig debply for
areas of agreement and solutions to administrative .problems.

The split was most evident rn'oVer-mont bqtween,the FAP
Planning Staff and the Day Care, Unit, although a similar
split divided-the,OCD/HEW staff from the CAP P.lanning. Staff
(now the Welfare. Re'form. Planning Staff) in .Washington.

. . .

The child 'care component's vertical relationship
problems wer'W further complicated by multiple funding soures,
each with its own guideline, regulationS and expectations.

Added to this,.no one .seemed to be it
`::a3!dngton. There.were several coordinators;, li.aia s.,

interagency committees and other organ2ational arrangements.
But4 the Washington HEW-CAP staff had no authority or.control
over the various funding agencies and was limited to setting
.policy for.a program for which there;was no legislation, no
,funds qnd very little, philosophical aciceptance-.

. .

Indeed, the custodial vs: child development controversy
seemed to dramatize the dilemma.

In Washington and VermbiTti, the lines were drawn.
Positions became polarized'arOund qual ty child care (devel-
opmentl) 3r economical child care' (custodial); When TAP
staff toiked at)out costs and fiscal qccountability,, they'

rwere.accOed of not caring'about'children. 'When
.staff talked about Child deVelopment,%they were accused of
not caring about public expenditures.



In point of fact, tln:re was no .one interviewed in tl,f
r.:ourne of this study who not deeply concerned about
children' to be served. And all expressed ec:ual concein f,%r
the need to develop an efficient child care delivery system
td obtain full value received for each dollar spent.

ho it would appear that the real issues were not
addressed or dealt with,-while ci.t6nCion was diverted
by the custodial/developmental dichotomy at, the state and
f,Yderal

Our examination of/the planning process revealed that
-nothing so glamorpus,0S a philosophica dichotnmy was wholly
responsible for thclimits and the detours on th, ;:fanning

Instead, tl1.6 problems seemed to f.low fl-L: the typical
traditional patt6rn of developing and Managing federally
funded program' from.Washingtodri. It appears that the pretest,
despite its search for innopatiOn and, alternative models, was
handled out of Washington in much the same way as any other
federal program. -

'sr



Chapter 2

Organizaton and, Management

. s :12.01:1 of PAP a,
,temlalctratt,-.h Ina facto:us wnion

s hatt.*: ..ceLnas.e of me],ey's
Vcane ht pl,

verall; the VeImoht PAI-cliI0 care Liam ing
wac .i.ectesL cf .-.-cr;mcntlrelatiLnsand the

:._.al. and . .]tave ItyC,cs towor),. tegethTer in ,1esiehlne
,,l rLeach 11 rcform.

pasic ptchle:s shrfLiced as planners were ctm
te c:.:Istine leiisl,,ation guidelines, r,yulatichs

res(.hscns, while f'ulfillirtg the recluirements of proi,csi,d
ane.1ts various amendments, as they oc-urred.

vas ehe other iMpOrtant clement, time.:

4loth federal and sta, staffs were uh(ler considerable
prcssurc to wet): as rapidly as i.o.f4sible sincetne stated
eljcctives of the pretest incla:dedTh re'.4Uirement to assess
how° a.: ;,1 child care t`t'.;rvir sys,tem could be design--

orctanied and implcmc:,ted.

Therefore, the plannihq bccam'o eit in three
areas:

a. Resources. Mere ':as a reed for Vermont,
planners to:
it i.nventgry the c:-.i.-ting state of child care

pro,Jrams:
(2) identify the various t:1:es ane

of child care for potential PAP families;
and

(3) Lroject facilities usage based on .

estimated supply and uenand factors.

b. S.:/ctem Development. Vermlont j4lanners were r,:ajuired
todevelop a model FAP child care delivery system with
built-in'altornatives for parental and community option,
and the capability of quick an.d easy irrien!antation.

C. Operations. The third major.,,,are, in :.he

component was the'reguir m,tat tc test the new system, .

usi,nq it to deliver PAP thrcteh 1111 opertire
system.



HEW/VERMONT EXPECTATIONS F,OR THE PRETEST

-., V,:-1!;,. ' tr 'CrOp.,::;.11 '.....1:-; ..11,i,.1-.r...,d ,I, t !:Y ::I'\'. 1. I

July 1, a7 0. AdminiHtratiim. :1-,-1,1i,,,,21:_i ,,.e.:-.,,

for tha ch i ld e."Irc. (a ;,011,'Ilt .-1:; -...:C,'1;!..::.: 1 :1

.AL the saint: time,. Vermo:it planners were cxpeet,.J
to take into consideration the requirements imposed
upon HEW by 0th under terra of an. agre(iidnent ent,mi
into by the two federal departments on June ill, 1)70.

(See Appendix A-2)

:Serie of OPO's administrati'm2 expectm!_ions r,ara,hrasH
HErs but- others added stringent,. .L,Liuirement.i; for doca::n;
tion and reports, especially Ti,, ! ,',iy eencerne,: ci:i.:H iir,

service delivery and experimentaLon 1..ith /1111,..)%'..1.1.1Y.'

Other Expectations

During many of the personal interviews cpnducte.:
by LICD staff in Washington early id this stud., other
exi.actations were also expressed. (See Appendices
13-,4 and 0-2.)

The highest degree of interest focused on how and
to what extent

PAP concepts were beihy designed and developed,

2, day care services were influenced or affected
by the PAP pretest,

3. alternative models of day care ser,.
were being developed and tested,

4. the_mulLiplicity of organizations and agencies
were working together to achieve the
goals of toe pretest. ,

These, expectations have been considered in assess-
, ing LICD findings.

PRE-PLANNING. .

When Vermont received its HEW contract which included
the conduc of a statewide PAP child care prete,st in
July; 970, thatYent was merely a transitional step in a
Jong planning process which had begun kn,Washington in 1968.

7
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Jule :;a*AmAn one Pr,Jston blues at hi 1.0
Ii chi hI bevelopment V0 loping the Comminity
Coordinated Chili Care (4-C) idea, d 105 ThcolL('
lax and inco:10, maintunanc,.. i loCI were being prop And
1s,t..och under i,,leral auspices.

- Werth Bateman, asnmAed by Jim Lyday, is credited with
haviiri "invented" PAP in the Fail ut 1968 while serving
an Deputy Assistant Secretary Cair Incomu Maintenance and

i7m.er; on the utoft of Lie Assistant ;1:1,' r.1ecre1 ary
for Planning ald Evluation. Alice 'Ivtin.

In 1..,ember of Worth bateman ;nd former Con;ress-
man Melvin Laird (then ranking minority ::.embor on the
Appropriations Committee) were instrumental in persuadingNi
the '.:hiiiD)use and the Office of Management and Budget
(then BOB) to approve a series of Income Maintenance
uxp(liments to bu Iunded by HEW, as sugge,,;ted by Jim Lfy,A,Ity
,Anu George Carcagno.

One outgrowth of the commitment to fund Income Mainten-
ance eperimenbs was the decisilbn during 1969 to carry
out a statewide income Maintenance experiment.

Throughodt 1969 the idea gained momentum as thc-
President announce!! hi.s Family Assistance Plan. in Vermont
George Carcaino, under a grant from 0E0 for data processing,
wrote a pwcI. untitled An income Supplement Plan for Vermont.

by the summer of .1969, George Carcagno and Jodie Allen
had developed a statewide income plan. HEW

nagencies began preparing for PAP implemcntatlion after the
bill had passed the Congress. .

In linc with tho i,resident's August broadcast in which
he announced "expanded clay care services," the Office of
Management and Budget urged 0E0 to "push day care
Meanwhile, Vermont Governor.Deane C. Davis, was anxious to
stcart. the pretest.

In December, 1969, Jodie Allen (who was on the staff of
ace Assistant Secretary for Planning & Evaluation), made what
appears to be the first child care-income maintenance connection
ill a memo to Jule Sugarman, then Acting Director ,of tIe
Office of Chile Development.

Internal llEW memoranda dated November/December 1969
indicate a commitment to the Vermont pretest and a decision
to go to the White House directly, "to save time," rather
thant0,activate the Pretest Advisory Group set up by the
Under '1icQretary. In December, 1969, the final decision on
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n ,i, ,.; t 1 a; ,a t at, j.),,,, me1f. a I , nt , :I,

,..,..,...:: im,i ,..-,...,,,, , la,,,r., structatt.

. ti In : t : .:`1 thk chiia c is: , cti: ,-c, the

be :at. to :m,-...- :.11 i:opert ,"ce ,..--.. cam service
Lt a crne,al !acL,-,r in the "weiLtafa,' ,-.tra,le,-r,.

month, in a leffei to ledie -.1er,
t' a,ho wtote that "....the day care :111 was net

letely Ldt that he was senuina -her

i(stliaj tilt early j,Loponell stata.., some :)1 th Hiiiu care
st.tuns t ui:, ,a in ,ashin:ton iacludeti:

1. ',:ho t(:,11 mak the decisions?

Min be detct:l.epeit ch can he 11-tpli,

will be responsible?

in liarch, 1970, John Nont omery,-Special Asnistint
!ILI.; Secretary Finch, met. in Velmont. with the Co=fitee oh

hcome Maintenance Pretest..

Abcat this time, John Montaomery wrote to William
Morham, :bc: was now resfuert of the Urban Institute,

the Institute consider carryind out the opera-
phas.,/hron(tn a su;stdiary corooraLien...?"

the Urban Institute declined, the Vermont FAP proposal
waS written to include the services of- the Mathematica
Corporation [Or plannind assistan:ce, at the iuodstion Gf
Jodie Allen.

So it seems clear that there was ovety intention of
conducting a full scale PAP pretest in ,lermont. lndeee,
the major portion of the Mathematica efforts directe,
to pretestind a 0Al In'-Jme maintenance plan aliG it appears
that the child care portion of Mathematica's work was alme
an afterthought.

In Vermont, early in 1969, George Caroadno and i-athleen
Futrell wrote the FAP propos.al as employees of the State
Office of Egonomic Opportunity. nattily Put:roll wrote Lou
child care prop,asal continuos to play the major role
the planning of PAP child core services.

In July of 1971, John IIontgOr.lery, Director c: the

Family Assistance Planning Staff' in 'ashirAiton,



111; :pLclol.lsietullL C'r
CI ...Al jcoctulIotol lIly V010:1L interagency I:sk.
bri er to Dr Croni n s appo int:fent , the 1cOlt1c1I Ii re.:1

was clanged twic c. lnitially i:irpot_
snfi. from the summol of 19(9.uutil DeeomLcr, 1970 when
?en .2,reior took ovcr. Grenier served in the po!-;ILle:1
OIL ii .u1 197] who Dr. Crcnin

1 11 .reup included representatives o: Sir.", C.:A
Tat prJilhally.di Oct tncldue anyonu.:1-um

:eiAoss unknown.

Th..:.child care (:011.iDnML 1OCuiV.20
ano assistance from Sam C!anato, Ditecter of boo ti:
II: Office.of Child Devele.pment, who inhctioneilias Lrif,
Iuueral consultant to the Vermont_ us; sLa01.

May of 1970, orcjanizational problims had bu.fin
to culup_!to 44--)Y JLLOotion w 1 III pAh"; questions. Pr. cronIn'r.
memorandum to Y.?... Montgomery, 0001100 below in fuil, itt:lects
some ef file problems inherent in usihg ekistini insLitufions
foi new aNd untried service delivery systems. It ul00 shows
the extent to which :iLW-FAP staff was involved in the
development of FAP child care planning.'

As I ointed out to you in our discussion on
Monday, there are some problems with kresent
Vi.lmont. plans. it. is no understanding that
the development of child care So7:-vices,
liconsiiny and monitoring will be the
responsibility of th'e.0E0 State Agency witL
the Stact 4-0 Committee ac.tihg in en
advisory capacity. All staff ,for this
effort ill be part of the 0E0 Agency.
The planning period will be.Psed for
allocating funds between protect grants
and vendor pal,ments for se'; oes. This
plan would .demenstrate an Op coach which
makes, good administrative ,,,inse-.-opera-
fional responsibility to aniaxistin.; 010111'
with the advice of the morel representative
4-C 416ency; however, it iJrlot a model
Which tests either of the two major
alternatives being considered by DHEW.
These are having a State 4-C Agency as
the prime sponsor or having the
"separated" State Welfare Agency respon-
sible for child care services. 01:0 as
pNite grantee in fhe State could use a
local 4-C as a local prime grantee and
so make a limited test of this approach.
It also could have'a county welfare'
department act as a local prime grantee.



N,.:11her ol these has much po(onto .
in Vermont hecause of th... 1 i:O't,u

numbt.r e1 sizeable econo::Ac

If DiihW ha'.2i any prefrences for
having servi,v auenoien develop
and administer child care services
locally, it soil To ;1y00 te
test this in Vermont just as the
preferred incontft5 maintcnance model
of full federal no coo Id

provide technical assistance to the
State Welfare Agency. The Agency
would have the Sam.' staffing and
responsibilities as Outlined for 0E0,
as well as the advisory link to thy
State 4-C Committee.

he advantages of this are that the
SAP manpower trainees would be
auaIing with only.one agency. for
upportive services. It also',
.uld limit the coordinating koblems

of the local Employment ServiccNAgency.
Finally, the charter of the Comi4nity
Sc.rvice:i. Agency to build up a capbiLity
for deli inuring comprehensive social,-
services to all who net them, charOlig
a fee to those who can afford it, woujd
not be subverted by encouraging develOR-
ment of a competing agency for child and
family services.

The expertise of OCD would be used for
helping state agencies to develop good
plans, activating representative advisory
committees and providing technical assistance
to upgrade operations.

HEW-FAF-, STAFF

Earliest work of the HEW-EP staff was almost exclusively
with the Vermont FAO planning staff which, although somewhat
remedied later, helped 'reinforce the' separateness of the
Day Care Unit from the Planning Unit.

Wasilinyton CAP staff, driven by an urgency to ensure
that a genuine CAP pretest come off successfully-,sencouraued
a vertical relationship with 'the Vermont Planning staff
which by-passed routine state org'.nizational channels.

On May 11, 1970, Fry Consultants', Inc., received a ten-
HEW Aeontract for approximately $99.'r '1 to assist the

0
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I in developing an :overall detailed FAP plan and
m.Anagemont system, including critical. path desigps. The
contract did not include child care or the other FAP service
components. There is no evidence that the Fry Report has
Leen used for the Vermont pretest.

Carly on, Vermont requested approval "CO held harm-,
les.3" for any increases in the welfare' rolls which ml4ht
result from the income. maintenance pretest. activity, but

refused on the grounds that the state lad a commitment
serve all its eligible citizens.

When the income m.,intenance-component.was suddenly
dropped (a Washington decision) , conflict developed among
some members of the HEW-FAP staff over the issue of continued
pretesting of FAP. One point of view held that "any goon
scialyst can develop a workable service. system," hence,
such pretesting was a waste of resources. _There was also
criticism of the plan to develop a Model Federal-State
Agieeffient for replication on the grounds that such a model
drawn from Vermont would be uwless elsewhere, "except
for a few paragraphs, perhaps."

. .

But suffiCient support for the pretest remained, despite
its limited service scope, and the work continued.

LEADERSHIP

In Washington, the Vermont Interagency Committee, chair-
ed by Mary. Jane Cronin, included representatives of DOL, 0E0
and the relevant HEW agencies.

This group/ met regularly-and was responsible for the
overall evaldfiTion of the project. It included project
managers from each cifthe agencies with a funded Vermont
PAP component grid those agencies with long range service
re?-Ponsibilities'sdch-as the Of Dice of Child Development
and the Community Services Administration of SRS.

Despite the leadership role of the HEW-PAP staff,
management by committee proved to be-as difficult and
elusive in Washington as it was in Vermont..

In both places, it is generally agreed, no one was
,in charge7no one person (Cr even one agency) had ultimat.*
responsibility for all management decisions, for financial
control, or for records and reports.

As this was written (October, 1971) , the IIEW-Wejfar,,
Reform Planning Staff (formerly PAP) under John Montgomery,
had overall authority for the Vermont Preest, wh-ale James
Garrett of HEW-SRS had been named the Program Manager With
full respc,nsibility for pulling the HEW pieces together.
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The federT1 .t n svhdr- suth ii. ''1. . b
Li u-; its ; ('11 t.

r.1.1.c....en Lu t t. Ltv icnotni i .:

The '.'ermont FAP bret,-ost folleued the ..,saal
federal ii.,tencies in: that an eiibt.riflo-ntT1 st
too L,.t1 ccould h fdndeT and itanat:ed in LhI

by ma nictind mnhoy, cate:or.cally.

And ohiLc 0,ich cortinnvd t
.tt S counter:.ari Tyescv 1 , tho

th

An ir.LerrTl. sttml -coo datoo botiefLor
.-iinted up use or ti: c unrosylved iolicy insucn
federal lyvei:

.t?

L;.

tvo
. , . . , i t h t t

coil'.' ..piestiens reT ,rd to aav
cur.- services. The Linds of I, e icy

ouestions which directly affet-t The
den,n of icy schydules incfude:

',ht' 00y011. 1011 10

tor nerviees--thcise who
Produce the hi.thost. 'payoff
in terms of reduced PAl
liene I I tit comp-, roil. to costs

of sut,sidization, or these
who cocci it most, i.e.

. poorest?

b. Ay.- FAP subsidivied child caro
s ices aimed at iH..vidind
child development soivices or
merely enablin(i'people to work
-F .'.'11'(' combination of these
two obJectives?

odub:n, can Ly Jesiynod ty oncourly-
Tertain bohaviors, we need to decide whothof to
resclyo ti: 'u issues before implementation of
the protests, T L there f re only Lest: those
sch&6ulos which dttompt hrin0 out our
policy objectives, or to test schedul!as which
may promote various iirt,licy aims and to yse:the
resultind evalutitton datT to it.ltiluence our
tinal eciston.

However, it should also be noted that alth.ouh
roc schedules aJways have some rationincjstfect,
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,e, sohdule.
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t 1.,r.

,_1J10 H,71-,et_ie)11:.; plan ',:as

ava'ilable data to recervIni rno
'7pithematica data. tho V(:rnionl-hE'r: contract st'ultiteti
L11,it L11(2. Operations Plan Le approved Iv before implomentd-
Lion, there was cons)derahlo Ia1::.fiety both ip Montplier
,..ashington, LO On. A u,,:i1;ie'11,

In (March, 1971, trio revised Child C.00 operatMa: Ptak
tein included in Mathemtica, Velum e VI, rsChapler 111
atter it had been modItija to ,t federal'
requirements.

Following several months el negotiations on details,.
itry Jane Cronin sent John Montyomery a sries o' "decision
suhmittal-" March, 1971, in which shu recommended that

i. '!The, contractual provision for an
experimental voucher system should
be waived" on the grounds of Vermont's
inrifficient population density.

2. "The time period for
child care services", be negotiable
to accommodate exigencies.

3. "...'in kind' contributions shall not
be assessed as cost items for purposes
of determining the _appropriate child
care rate structures" in order to
equalixe utilization of both FAP
and Title,1V-A resources.

4. "One fee schedule shall be tested
in,Vermont...boginming April .L, 197.1

...with "at tlis receiv gin
Title IV-A child care service: t as
of April 1... 'grandfathered' to
prevent resultant increases ill
posts to them.

These recomm,pdations reflect. the real-world 'adjustments
e the planners during the planning process, and the need for
a rational integration of planniny and operations activities,
regardless of respective funding ,source.,.

Oto other comilient is in order bore'. DuL:pite veiLal
assurances from V.ashingtop te Vermont that the operatietis pt.!;;

Ieen approved, there is no evidence. that wrilter aura-et:Li!
',:as ever sent V:ashinaton c1 reCuiV,_!,: ...,,kt_
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

L I.] Icit y of uttni

./.._111111 i 11, , ,

it t,J.:;erv,ar , I

I, II; t.t.1

1971, ;0)1:It:J0 re,..;ta.tr.1.!..0.1,r,

:act: 1,A I ,.CC :?]. t

L: I i:.11 an . 1 , se.; ich. ..

(;-,-.T.) and the ol Broatam bevelopi,ent tr;PD) ;nd

, 1 at..cei et:d.l care (mt.: ati.c.ns under Ce.y ie.

the e11 1 100 01:ti:1-,(t.i

5utin terwa.rdn , Ann '1y..rsc (Cn Coyle's ntalf)
k-, investi-..;ate CC ,O's in the pr(tagt.. \eh; ha

other Staff ttlembeti.s I Lea nt.pel r in 0:: ` ,

1971.

FEDERAL REGIONAL OFFICES

For thu most part, the dES: regional ol-fitie.in Porten
had not ;,eon deeply ihvolved.in the lityotat.':ti eet.;ienb cen-
t:2(11-11.in,, ...tt, ; Ve rmon t FAB chi ld ..., ce ICI ..1.:(.:;t , i 1. I t I: I ll i ',.:1',.:

tiOn 0 1 SOIIIC early worh .L....itg (, t i t L;' l',..t2 i.2 ( :,'.(-: ) ii ::.. I:: :- :. 0 ,

1,arc: (0CD) , there haci beetn lit. tie continuita,) between .;..,n;;;II:

Lon and Boston oRcept for 51)00 occasional FAB contact?, witn
Betty Collins anti "kud" Cute. Sue Se'lyo. 's the CC)) Cemmuni-
ty Reprosentative for Head Start, FAC and Title 1V-A.

kheabel Edwards, Assistant Puyiondl i i.taatov OF Chit):

Development in Boston, 11CC been more diffactiy. tnvolved t...Ith
Verent':.; 4-C prograbsinCe she was also Chairman (Cl the

ed,Dii kegiondl Committee, (FRC) wh-ich.dnve the State 4=4.: .

in.\!ermont o;ficial recognition fn Apri1/ 1970, the flint
of the fifty states' (:-.o recognized. Boston rettional :INC

not previously icon concerned With the Iflermont pretwst,
but became directly involve, in Septefrtbr 1971..

in e,...(amining Washinyton/Eoston rePationshipn, 1-CC touket,

for evidences ef.administra,ive duo,_:ntitali.e.ntion an connin(tat t
with FAP policy., On the basis of our .iitited resea,ich', it

/ nriapp-aarecl tlmt: liashington was working directiv v.(i th V,. r!:,,,ro
for the most part:, by-pnssind the regiion.

Thu following, incident: present: I; tniod illdnera Li on t.,;

the i-obi:ow:.



Act :
,:t

.
: :1

10,.

(l;
Yemohl,taLo

rce,,nirces!

: in
t :o sinneot Pich,it0.

,
t ,,; Ly;,yr

i 1.1.!ti Tit. le 1V-i,
.

"...ourin tbs.'

1 Under the wa vet of thL
Statc: Ageney, whut

fl--?s,cal procedures Lire nec-essary so that th'y day cart
f-raids under Title LV-A eanno directly tp the 0E0 Tiaency?

The Deparment of SeCial
will no lchger

Oevide day corr.
Lfloref,are thin secLion willLe eliminatetl'fromthe

stateMan, al ,-; with the re-
',a'r a day care

. Ts it necessary:02 01. Agency to file thesespecifred inn requireent'a,
and if so arc the submittedto us ton appreva1 7

tic 0E0 Agency :c_ ui:sii00
suLmission of n11 .roperlson child care to CSA; for

example the
II,,'roperts?!.

have ,
monitoring

renponsiLlilitywith 0E0 that it now has withthe Department of Social
'rk.ilfaro?

LICI) lias not located a reply
to this-inquiry.



STATE-FEDERAL RELATIONS

Lhe parado.es. uncoored in thls.invoti-
.

:Li, iound Vermont, th,;_, traditionally anti -to0
nmci c o hold emu I a Led the inn ton huroaue/-

n,i ,vienc ies cy'en to the exLenl. of ea! I inc:
the Washington names, matchiam: stale agencien

their 1ur,uint :Tour cos

Apirl from the occasional'cohfusion growing out of
identification pyohloms, a moro significant issue e::iarged,
thal of fedoral/tate autonomy /,read the ..)peratiny in,i,ondencc
of slate and local jurisdictions from their Federal 'unding
goarcc.

!lased on our observations of the child .care pretest, it
ippoared that. Vermont was responding to a federal plan.rather
thou deveiopin.4 a statewide plan to meet its own needs with

resources.

btu, to limit .tions of time and staff, we could not
eximine this 1.,hunomen on during the planning phase.

LOCAL-STATE RELATIONS
A

CerLal: clues' lo dmihistrative probleMs were discovered
iduring thopilot site visits by L1CD staff in late August :And
early Se: .gmber, 1971. The primary purpose of these

. pi lot was to.preLesto the sites interview .

instruents to be used in investida,ting PAP chlid
care operati.ons at the local level. 14.2 also hoped to learn
a little about Vermont's state and local child care yelatien-
ships during thc, sunnier of 1970 in-order to sharpen opr
assussmeht of. the admini-strative system.i..

I We found that the foliwiny pi-Obi:Q.111s were universally
uiscusseu . l anv ::orrelate :a t. :ttatg
and federal, levels:

I4

1. Confusion over the FAP_prouram and- its'real
objectives. (Some thought PAP was a- form
of Public AssistEgIce.)

2. incomplete, inaccurate- and contradictory
proc;rammins. information alongside hidhly
sophisticated technical financial in ,rmation.

3. Multiple official ce4tacts leading to con-
fusion over who is in .charge of what.
(Onl .11:-ensers were always clez-irl icenti.fied.)



4. Confusion- over t. e ret/et o; new ,:n.o
different type:3 of i'hiAti cart and
payment system:: on/la4ilies., -'1if,:lilell,

private day c :in ,/ Tors and local
Communities.

Singe our evaluation/of the operating s:rte::.
concerned with how well the system worked at the deliv,,,
points, these local. - stated administrative problems were
nc1.4dedin Volume 11.

ORGANIZATIONALRELATIONS

When William S. Cowles, Jr. , took office as Secretary
of the newly created Vermont Agency, of Human Services on
January 10, 1971, ho.inheritedthe PAP pretest, in all its
complexity. The Agcncy/ofihrpan Services 3:asdesianed to
group Problem-solving is/ervives and inclukd the .State 0!:O,
the Departments of Social Welfare, Corrections, Health,'
Mental Health and Vocational Rehabilitation, sevei:al of the
Governor's Commissions and the PAP Planning Staff..

In reorganizing the gftate administrative agencies,,
.Governor Davis had retained the separatb statil of both the
Department of Employment Security and the gtliiation Agency.

Awar,d of the growing conflict betwpenEhe Day Cai-e Unit
and the PAP Planning Staff,eretary Cowles'assigned a

chigh priority to the child cafe pretest. His ..igency-wide.
objectives inelilded a change in the categorical approach
to cervices and,Thebegan. to, develop a plan to reorganize
his agency for improved effectiveness.

One of hi,s carlie;,t doci:-iions WAS to establi:4h an
Office of Child: Development which would bring ,ogetherall
child care services.

. .

The State Office of Economic Opportunity's-Day Care Snit,-
u.nder'Dan Holland, had e:,:perionced 'a rapid grovth and was
responsible for HOd Start, Title IN-A'day care, joy care
licensing and PAP day care. Mr. Holland also served as
Chairman of the'State 4-C Committee.

Since the PAP OPorations Plan .is then under considera-
tion in WaShington and expected to get'imderway early in 1971 -,- -'
Secretary Cowles assigned his DIrectel,of Planhina,.

/Lyman Stookey, the rosponsibility forieoprdinatinchild c.ire
plinning,and eieratioso temporarily antianti_I th.e...noW":0CD
caLio',into being. /i-

Meanwhile, n,e,tottJtion on the/Ciiild Care: Operations'
:Plan continued with, lashington while tempers flared over
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4p r.Aeasing the ;ipera.; . tine.

inally, around' id , 1971, verbal a T-roval et. t

t.,,i.c.ns plan teceil'o,.: fro,. '..:m-;hin.:ten and
.ui,eratin7 ,Ilee15---, began ..t:C turnaf,ster.

. .6

Cv.Mn aly 17 1971, DOI, and lit:';; funde7d .7.7.;- '.
17,0 Jretet components for another 'year ter F;t:-

diirk,-...:tc;r of ::otat, resit:nod ,-;:_; .1 HI; ntt ,.
PL,Inni:;; Staff IAACkedV.UPC('1:11

auL-atandIrd day car? t; he nteresta;
(DM:A y "

Secretary Cowles. answerOd thr Ihrtal:h
ata2.:ement; and inatructed tlicr PAD 1-itaTf to refrain
CJ147,0111._ E'L) the ma ter would /f awo',,,C,

th S point, Dan 1fuila:1d was appointed Act; in;, Di reciter
.01' SOLO and Lyman :.Stookey continued to coordi naL, Lath

plannit; and oporatipns until Secretary Cewies, eataLl
ed the f ice o'f. Child DeVelc:,pinnt in ALI.JUSr , 1971., and
al:pointed :;r: Labbetat ts tor

,Dr. PrdDOtt, en N. D. as Director 0.14 thc',Offie of
:laternal. and Child Health in the State Heal t.1-0, Department',

respected throw hour thc state and appeat:ed ito .1)12

coMplc.,tely acceptable to all factions. Her genuine concel,n.
for thewelf are of children was unquestione and her admin-:
istrative .eemed to generate optimism.' EVon 'Pero
Davis approved of her appointment.

..

At this writing, she had begun to establish
. relationship wi th the .1'AP Planning Staff and v.'as dely

involi7eci in the implementation of the operations Plan.

.

r,

FAP PLANNING STAFF

Frtin; the bed inning , George Carccgno and his staff ` had
a clear N!itsion of th.:ir miss'ion They' understood and
believed in the l'. AP "pretest and its oils.

i\l-lon George Ca il;;wyno and Ka thylfrutre.16.- -wrIfe the ,

child care pjdposal, they decided to .pla-c3'the e5h4i1 d- care
planners with the PAP, overall. planners to keep 'them away
from day to day operations'. -GiVeri the same, set of circum-
stances, thw still think it was g good idea,. in sOte of
the rift th 0q: developed between the staffs:

. e
After. the income maintenpnce ,,tt:'tsia.s abandoned, the

child care component became dominarm.. and 1'u-troll grew
to play :In ever-increasing role. She had been the prime

O.

.r

- 4
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:a rf she hadn't beet. so %inf..:
and assitancc.

The if.-a re s t.ac I y separated, g.:1 ,

st/me.sioclotior. 4bout,the factor as an
.'ent in tino Fl . Their.offiees were sev.g al

fliint d.ri*.fig Claie, and close enough to /..alk

but dlle real ji:feroaces heset 'them apartpat \flefila

1.0/e?, dissolved by proxir.ity. 'because they :-;1/-
irefi i-Lv.feptions, attitudes, of-fperience and role;, sac'.
dC'.terences miht actually hove been compoanded further .

;,:o:4mity withotit a -..learfy defined admil-fistia,t_ly;,
a.ei0 ehich had to tran.4'.rm differeneei,

fi'oL liatilitiod into assests. "There was no one in chtr.

the way iti illustration, horn is tho' essence tif,

str:f's piffeption the operations staff.
'o

PAP chlia care to LL'oD:je.
one ..:lement of day care...only concerned
with the e:-:paw.sioni of day care, not
intofested In the FAP pretest...Aiade
.promises to the commurvity which couldn't

In kopt...has inadequate levels. of
'copicbility...shovel money out...not

/ willing to operations in a
-systematic w ay...did not'provide
technical assistance "or training .oh..
Clow to run .4-C or day .care...dependd
.on plan.niny staff for writing of child
care proposals...did not develop
administrative. procedures...personality

° conflicts...felt threa.A?ned bbcause
PAP cleinanded "a managed concept of
dayR:aro" and they couldn't deliver
it..:liensing statistics reflect

Abackloy of catchi41/i np, not erowth...

Cufrent Status ,

.

.

.'
.

The Child Care.-Planning Staff'...assumed onion respemsibil-
ity /for the preparation of 'the. Op6rationsPlan, s'mich, in
essence, established basic PAP child care policy and defined
the general operational parameters fox, the delivery of child

care services. /

This staff had also been'involv'ed in designing and
analyzing child .cal7einformation from MathepaIica'S Screening
and bagtline surveys.

I"

"Al
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At this writing, he FAP Planning Stliffhad.evolved into
promoCi,ng.coo ion', and ,providing technical assistance and.
tra' ing on )roCedu
orting and iriforma
responsibeti_y and

It was concerned with ihteraVency re-
ion systems, mak'ng,sure dot shifts of
referrals 'functi)ned smoothly.

The staff was developing procedures for'data collecti n
and shared information to reduce duplicatiOp of effort.

DAY CARE OPERATIONS STAFF .

The State OEO had been interested in child development
apd day care for several .years. This was an important
factor in the decision to place FAP Child Care'Operatias in
the'S0E0 Day nre Unit. .

.

- 4 .

SOEO Directof. ToM Davis, while serving oni.Governor
Phillip Hoff's staff 'in 1967, was i0eljed in a stateWTEF'
investigation of hunger'dn Vermont after a nationwide x punt'

6 \ iidentified one Ver It county as a hunger aiea. 1/..7

. .

Mr. Davis, George Carcagno and several others began
consider seriOusly the possibility of a negative incbme t
plan to -Keduce or eradicatopoverty. .At the same time; th
involved realized that employment df'the poor, in any kind o
program, required-adequate day care services for families
with children.

.
. 2 . .

.

4

When the President introduced his.Family Assistance Plan,
Vermont was ready and eager to test it. Dan Holland had begup
to organize the State 4 -'C Cominittee and newly elected Governor

\Deane C. Davis sCpported the idea of, welfare reform which.
4 included employment and childcare services.

George Carcagno and Kathy,Fuerell wrote the Vermont FAP
pr4osal as employees'ilf the State OEO and agr4ed with
Tom Davis and Dan HollaIld that. FAP Child Cate Operations
should be placed in the Day Care Unit sin SOEO.

.

When the'HEW-Vermont FAP contract became effective on
July 1,,)970, Carcagnoand Futrell transferred, to
the new VAP Planninqj Staff,Ainder the Depa-rtment of Social
Welfare, and Dan Holland be6ame Director of DaY.CaretOperations
in the State 0E0.

t The Day Care Operationsuni-t was staffed early in
October 1970 wit'W.territorT1 assignments: Thestaff consisted
of"three progi-am ;developers, three training spe.EialiSts and .. ',.

six licensers, one of WhOm was chief licenser, Rolland Gerhart

, --i . ,

1,' Hunger, USA by.the- Citizens' Board 'of Inqui4 into Hunger
and.Malnutritick inthe'United States (Boton: Beacon-Press,'
1968). /

c



92 -

1'

C

C

...Vermontl,s fourteen counties were organized into three
territorieo, one with ficcur counties and two with five t,

counties each.
,

k ' 't . E.
.

. Approximately 150,000 people. iii each.territory ,had the
po.Pentia% services of one program developer and one- trainer.
The four-county

each
assigned one licenser' aid the five

county areas each werepassigned twb licensers.) ..
. .

On October, 1970, there were an estimated 404000 child-
ren under tie age of five in Vermont.

. ,
v

1. , Day Care Unit responsibilities' grew to include coordina-
.

Lion of Statewide 'Wad Start, Title IV-A funded programs,
.

zirld,operation.of Jiho.FAL) child care service system pretest:
:

Dan Holland, as:charrman of the State- 4-C Committee and
Director of the Day Care Unit, became the bridge' between.the
two adMinistratively'Onrelated orga ations, each of whic7h
played an impOrtant role in the FAP chi d care system.

With its 'sert4ce prientatien, it was.- perhaps inevitable
that 'the Day Care Unit's perception_of thd FAP child cAre
pretest was distinctly different from that of the FAP
Planning:Stqff,

O

Here, is, essentially, the operations staff's perception
. of the plAning staff: . .

They.-..expect day care to become one element
.Cf FAP...are tied more to Wdshington
°Ilan to Vermonto...don't care'a5but
children, only Money...don't have.up--A .

to-date information;,,, usually behind in
time.,.have interfered with community
development work, meddled....iindercut,
rjx,re contradictory advite...were made
to discontinUe field work...MathOthatica
study implications Of-facts are exaggerated...,
are plannini. at the local level before
State level planning, issues are
resoiyed.are planning independently,
not systematically involving operations
staff...are not planning for children,
are planning for PAP...became involved

Attbrney General dis-
ussions and caused-defzy, 'Confusion,

mistrust...-.are not faMiliar With. state-
wide child care programS...don'l
undetstand the Vermont community...
insisted tthat state financial procedures
beccme'subordinate-to federal. procedures..

,

AN,

O

17

; \

r,
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. In the. spring of- 1.971, the operations staff proposed tc
uLG Director Davis.Several recoNmehdations dsi,jnod: to re-

. :..1,:(2 thQ :.:inflict. IDQtweenthc,. plannin-u and operati,-)n'
incluled:

1. '1'h at. all poticy and'teflindin decisions
buLween Vermont and lIEWbc cleared
with the chairmn of the Consortium
(Cowles) ol; .designee.

jrlizit Day Care Planning be placed
.back in Di.y. Care Operations,
immediately.

.

Th.a.t a meeting be held within
fifteen days i'yetween'thes
who can exercise policy (1..cisions
at the state and federal
to agree-orLan operation plan
that. finds ny be expended at
an acct2lera rnto din:ing.the
last quarter.

4. Th-at.we reyiew the intent of HEW
in the whole F11' empe:imcnt
Vermont.

5.. That ther,, be only one child
agency in /ermont and one goal
for Vermont--children.

a

It was further suggested that one of two aternative
course:; of action be taken'if4hesQ! recommendations were
not foaSible. Thc alternative were:.

r

i

1. That the Director of Operations
dnd the Director of Planning be
relievedof their assignments
and both units placed ,under
the direction and supervision
of someone in Secretary Cowles'
office, or

2. That the state discontinue the
PAP pretesl as quickly as
feasible except for ,the direct
grant with Rutland 4-C whiclq` runs
for one yearand no further
contracts be executed at this
time. The state should thereafter
look for funds to 'expand its
services through Title IV-Aj.

1

a

t

e

4

4.

I 1,
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i' Evidently,'the only subsequent actions related to thdse
recommendations appear to be the. desj:gnatien of Mr. Cowles'

. planning Director, Lyman Stookey, as "-coordinator-liaison'
between the two units until the establishment of the Office
of Child DevelOpment under an Babbott in August,' 1971.

,---'''

Current Status

As of pctober, 1971, Dan Holland continued as A i'g
Director of SOE0 and Chairman of the State 4-C CoMmittoe.

Joan Babbott and George Cacayno had begun to clarify
relationships, as the FAP Planning b,nit provided assistance
in child care system development and monitoring.

Bob Stauffer, one of the FAP child care planners, w,-.s
transferred in October, 1971, to Lyman Stookey in ti-e Agency
of Human Services, and had been temporarily detailed to OCD
for systems work.

. ,
LICENSING

4
.

k.

. The first public control of 'day care in Vermont was
estlOished by the State Legislature in 196.6 when it
req fired the State Department.of Social Welfare to license
day ere facilities.

Prior to that, the Foster Home Finding-Unit had three
licensers, each of whom spent .90%- time .on foster'hOmes and "-
10% on dal/ care. From 1967 until August of 1970, only forty
day care licenses were issued.

. .

In July, 1970, day care licensing was transferred from
Social Welfare to SOEO and in September, .1970, Rolland Gerhart
was hired as Chief Licenser. His contract. began 7/1/70, but
.active transfer began September 1, 1970 due to Mbcedural
personnel delays.

As the new licensing director, Gerhart began to
/develop a licensing, system.

Even though the 1947 Administrative Procedure Act re-
quires certain hearings, there haye been no-challenges, to
date. , 1

lindqr the 1.966 law,'licensirxtj is required of every child
care facility which canes for children of more -than two
families. This provision has exempted many home core
operations mhich otherwise meet minimum FAP child care
standards. Thereas been considerable confroVersy over this
parental optionalselection of home facilities which arenot

.

A

1%

lb
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required to be licensed under Vermont law, 'and the way this
exemption was used in FAP child-dare planning ,to f4nd day
care quickly. .

'''
. .

.

Some
i

. .
.

,

ome of the custodigl versus'developmental arguments,
.trace theirorigins to the first V &.D (Experimental and,
Demonstrations).manpower project in.Burlington-Morrisville
whenMany participating homes were found to be unlicensed
and considered -to be substandard by tne Day Care Unit.

, 1 7\
. .

By December'31, 1970, Gerhart had completed a new
' set of licensing standards which 'covered day care, kinder-
garten, nursery school and what Jerfnont calls non-recurring
day care services, i.e., temporary Care for children of
seasonably employed parents. :. I- .

....
f

10
-

.

. .

At. the end of ?9704 Gerhart.repOrted a total of 91*
licensed day care facilities itemized as follows:

Privatcl.

Licensed
,Facilities

Howes 28
Ceitrs, 17

1:!4.1blic ioensed
Licensed . Slots
Fa:bilities. ' .

r".

Head Start 20 424
Title IV-A 17 .512.
Model Cities 1 ' 30

, . .

Filled
Slots

389
235
257

Vacancies

35
277

. 5

AS

Totals: 45 38 966 649 317

(*Note: A discreparfcY of eight centers has not been explained)

(Note: Private day care ser;fiCes operate or the fee's for
service they g,enerate)

Along with therest of the pay Care Unit, the licensing
function was transferred. to the new Office of Child Develop-'
ment in Augtst, 1971. Licensing'cari be expected to play an
important standard-setting and monitoring role in implementa-
tion of the. FAP Child Care Operations Rlan.

a

INFORMATION_

Information, as one-of the 144..6 important ingredients
in planning, appears to h4ve bea'-'Oferlooked as a major
category for systejnization in the Vermont day4care plahning
Process

There was no evidence of a master. plan to collect, select,
store, use and distribute information. Instead, the fragment-.
ed program approac:: seems to have wound its way through
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Washington, flown up to'Vermont, and touched every facet of
the planning process.

With respect to information, program compeants in
Vermont related direCtly to their.counLrparts in WashingLon
and functioned independently oflone another. Child' care was
no exyeption.-

Here are a few ,examples of some problems, which resulted:.

a. A comprehensive inventory of available FAP child
care resources was reqUired:in the chin- tract, 'but there was
no evidetice of such an inveQtory,'Olthough responsibility
for the work -vas placed in the operations unit. I

As part of their duties, Program developers viseYe
to develop resources ,and inventory them. But there was no
evidence of a system to share this iNforniatiOn with FAP Child
Care Planners or with the Day Care Wit. Director.

b. Each 4-C Committee maintained, it own activi
records. ,So did each oftheprogram develo
no evidence of a central, state information - em which
contained.accurate-updated data on daycare activities.
it"was only when requests for reimbursement came from local
4-C committees to the Day Care Unit for payment that specific
information reached Montpelier. Even then, all of this
information was handled by one bookkeeper whose indispensabil,

,ity was verified when she was injured. itn:an automobile
accident and inforMation became unavailable during the
extended period of her recovery.

In'the a0eace, of real program information, most
planning decisions were made from statistical manipulation,:
which selected' out non -FAP day care cohsumers and made
little use of Head Start experience. 4_

.

Given the small population in Vermont, it might -
.

have beh easier to survey all day care facilities an tall
potential users before selecting potential FAP eligibles.

k& e. provided sqfficient
planning and operpt.i.ng

This broader sweep approach might
information to meet unanticipated'
needs later on.

d. The HEW-Vermont
information 'reqtirement:

(3) Examination of trends regarding/the
national. child care syStem-- /

admplistrative control, funding
and program content--and integkate
them into the .planning for .a model
FAP child care system whichwill

I

contract contains .the following.
dP, . .

I.

0 '4

r
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work dr-Vermont or nationally.

We could find-no evidence of a,systematie method
for-accomplishing this'task. 6 .

. ' s %
6 .

'A, .
, . e. The HEW.,,VerMont Qontract is; the basil planning

3

docdment and is., itself, confusing to read.and poorly
organized. Added tothis, the 0E0-HEW. agreement wad merely
stapled to the Washington copy of the n2w contract an41not
integrated into it. Vermont planners never received a copy
of tfr HEW/4 agreement. It seems reasonable to expect,

( '4'then, that Vermont planners have been unable, to agroe on '..

exactly whht was expected.of them. 0 ..
r

. . .... .
... '. ,

f. We .found C)E0 and FAP lists of faeili6.c% quite' .

inconsistent. Appuently,- there s'wa no updated master list r

' of facilities which could be.used by both staffs and verified.

Cler4al systems appear to hve had lowest priority.
Yet clerical personnel Were expected to keep records and
prepare Teports.,,errtire ,information systems depended on
single individuals. We learned that one important step

he licensing process was dependent upon one-clerk
in w ose absence records anddocuments were colleciAd ancl
allow d to wait.

Overall, it seems evident that the planning process
Suffered from the Absence of a well organized and well-
run information system. , .

....._

tr
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Chapter3

tiOns Plan

41

The Child.Care,Operat'
blueprintof the Vermont Modc
System.

°

an was designed to becoNe,thev
FAP Child. Care Seryice

In addition, it was to serveas a state model ftr the
. national implementation of FAP. --------A

In order. to'test its validity, the.pretest was structured'fl

to permit a twelve to, eighteen moith operating period, during
._.permittime the plan could be"de-bugged"'and evaluated in thecontext of notional policy..

.1
For phase two of its contract, LICD'staff.

examined' thet ansposition of'the operations. plan from tluu-
print/to operating system, sand evaluated "how.well" thesysten.worked to achieve FAP goals.

,
For that reason we deferred a detailek analysis ofthe operations plan until it could be eested 'ang .evaluatedin the real.w6r1d.V

A0L___.. 71
.

.

. Much of Wnat has been written in this,chapter desctibesthe work and 'the special prcblems of federal and state plan-ners'and deals with those cIeme'ntS of the planning, processs'-which most directly affected the preparation of the Child CareOperations Plan.

1

MATHEMATitA, f13c.
,

In March of 17.70, federal planners
in .Washington dedided,

to use the services of an experienced firm witl a capability
to assist Vermont in the,FAP pretesd On the basis of 4ts ,'track record in income maintenance

research, Mathema%iCa,.rhc.,-was selected.

.\.

li

The VerMont-MatheJodie

Allen and Joe'COrbett (Of IFW)
\ was prepared
d Mathematica's

Matica.eontrac
i

by
Z

Dave Itershaw..
, '

D

4 They incliaded in theAfajor.probl m areas federal take-
oVer ofWelfare caseloads,- a work test, transfer costs,
'regulations and staffing.

, In early discussions, they covere a wide range of issues
.,such as. whether or not sucn an experiment was appropriate,.

;here to begin', what 'issues were most appropriate- for
-?.xperimentaion and the degree to which lieXperimeht could
De faithful to the FAP bill...

. N
---,,,It 'seems clear that Mathematica' Was.\puilt into the

_
.\

0, I.
4.

1 See Volume II, Chapter 4 The Operation Plant' A Critique, fp; 161.
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. .

.nt. i'rutcst from the beginnIng; since" tine Mathemati,ca
can Fact. buvaPr on July 1, 1970,i'when the IIEW contract
Lec.:e, effdctive.: .. .

.

.

1 ..powerd expertise and data in order 'to rapidly dlvelOp:a
s tasKso were.O.provide -Vermont with high;1 ,

body (1.. knowledge and a set of olid-ies and proted6res to
implment a. federalized F 'sta eyide income maintenance
prograM.

1 ' '-.

\
.

.
. 04, .

,

Most of .the early at'rentioL wds focused on an income,
maintenance PT:etes.t,'but George Carcagnp and Kathleen.Futrell
emphasit\ed the 'need for.child.care'serVices and.successfUlly
included component..

.
!

4 0

Expectations.

I .

.

The. f6,1lowing excerpts front' the Mathematicacontract
include thoSe provisj.ons most directly related to. the

.

administratkye aspects of the Childcare component.. ' ,

.
.

p.,

(1) Providing technical assistance t.cf.
\ , the State FAP planning Unit and
. producing a report related toV

the FederalAdi*itration.of
FAP,.the statesupplemental

\ program and other state *e1 fate. .

programs.. j

.

.

. . .

.:_ .

`(2),: he development,
:,

administration,
Processing and analysis of two
surveys to be 'administreci in
t c State of Vermodt. 'Thec,first

C ssrVey (screening intervR,ws)
wi 1 determine the docation*.of
th%.sample representative of
po. ential.eligbleS,; for the'

,Fam'ly Assistance .P'r.ogram,
The second survey will L

eii ibility and coiSect detailed t

, Inpl:zine data on the sample

The f-nal product of- this contract.
compo ent will be 'a'final. .. .

writt report. to the-bepartment
4 whia ;Ili inglude'analysis of data

and re, ommended courses of.,
action

,,_., . : . A
(9) Develop a preliminary plan for

rapid i plementation pfa state-

.

4

R

MiZrzz,
ti

iP
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.'sit of FAP.

; "1_10inc .he .Size and staffing'
re10,rcm.2.ntS of the admin- '
trAtive oganisation to carry

011 of. the nbo've functions.

ontLpe the -size:, and staffing
reremonts.for'6e FAP day

,Fmponenewhenthe
n.-Itional program' is'eqablisheld

.1WA L.:;.:Jine\trends regarding the
nitionaf\crlild carg kYstem- .:.

:1!_iinistr\a'tive 'contrA, -funding T.
,Ind progr4m content = -ail inegrate
:111i1 into he planning 1:!.: a
.),:-A_ FAP cild care .system

.,:hich will ork inVermont or
ritionally; \

6 .

r L-F) ; Ltrapolate tfie baseli e snrVey
.

.

inior4Cion in rderto estimate
Vermont's FAP child.care needs*.

..... by type, number and: location.
..

:ith operational staff-, these
:weds e>ftrapolations will: .i.ip ' .

i-vieve-jd and short and Ring
' ringe'program priorities, as
.wt2ll'as action goals, will be
,refined. . . :

Deelopment of BaSeline Survey

' she baseline instrument: will be
developed concurrently with the ,

'screening interview in.an-eforts-'
Similar.to the planning (Df.the,

gdestionnaire,..
Attention in the development:
of this cfuestZonnaire.shail--,be
given to such items aS:,/

N

(1). Con,firmaTiOn:of.FAP

7 (2). Family. Composition
cv?,

(4) Neighborhood charact'erisVdcs..,,
availability, aindutirlizatio4
of day care,



S.

i.
4

o'

(5) Attitudes and knowled;c:
of resp6ndents...
attitudes about. day...;,
card,..knowle-dge of
available tlzy arc

11'

Dave Kershaw was Troject Direct r and organized-the work
into 14 major policy areps, only one of which dealt with
child car ¢. Each policy area was haidled by a Task Force
composed o, 3-6 Mathgmatica staff, one or two federal
government staff and-1-3 Vermont. staO.

.
The Child Care Task For'cl:e includdd

Glen Cain, Chairman, Mathematics
Mary, Procter, MatheMatica
L. Goldman, Mathematica
Dan Tolland.,- Vermont
Sam tranato, OCDAIEW

-Mary Siegel, FAP/HEW
Kathy Futrell, FAP/Verment

Dave Kershaw,._, odie Allen, Joe CSrbett and Kathleen
Futrell wrote thechild care questions far the screening
and baseline surveys which were conducted in September, 19"0.
However, the data from this work'was not completed when
expected and the Child Care 4/dertil Plan was writtn
withc:T. t. N ,

0K..1.1-a722, 1971, ii a detailed memorandum,*
George Carcagno responded to a request for a status report
frbm HEW with'specific references to the'Mathematica

7 s Volumes and previous papers submitted by mail. '

f'

, .

He identified problem.aleasj briefly described the.
work in Rrocess and stated th:t,a letter to 'HEW-Was-___
being wrikten requesting an e tension, of the Mathematic
deadlineo complete"the work n the baseline survey.

Carcagno also wrote that, ' eta se of delays in the
completicut of the baseline survey nl inary statistics
on child care have, been available t e projected
,the end of FebrUary, 1971, .as a compl te for the
Mathematicasurvey and notddthat the4VAP. lanning Staff
.would be %..closelY-171Volved,7in the analysisZ..especially

1, .,for use in local and regional planning efforts..."

-With respect to the incorporation of federal child care
planning into the Vermont Model, Carcagno wrote

/

klixtensive involvement with federal
Zfficials'from.44he national FAP Planning

,-

I

4.

P

..."

6



- 102

t

staff, HEW Office of. Child Deve.:,.)pment,
SRS, ReSearch, OSASPE and QEC
out the preceding quarters enabled'
the Planning s,taff to incorporate into
the Operations Plan what was Viewed to
be major policy trends in 'regard to

- FAP Child Case. In.some ways the.
federal revieW',of the:plan itself has-
tended-to crystalize trends:, This
demonstration. project is forcing
thought on some previously unexplored
issues, and compromise--if not resolu-

, tion--of a least some of the,majcr
:differences of opinion in the'areas of
PAP Child'Cire philosophy.tand and survit.-::s
delivery.

With respect to thii development cif.proaeduros for:,
joint funding of chi care, Carcagno wrote:

The Operati is/ Plan ha's been distributed
to Regional HEW and CSA representatives.
Meetings have licen'held by federal and
regional officials to discuss the.yroject.
Enthusiasm h s been expressed from the

(.3

beginning t-r merging. the Title IV-A
. and FAP mon-y for the Vermont demonstration,

the'understanding Jpeing, however, that
without a waiver of.the.single state

. , agency provisions under Title 1V,
4the authorization. and accountability

of funds would still have to go
through the Department of Social Welfare.
If Regional CSA representatives were to

f , be able to work directly with the child
cale unit, it is our understanding tat
the Operations Plan would in part coistitute
the state service plan requirments a.d
the regulations described would be
applicable, to both programs.

In this interim period,,Title IV-A
commankty child care' development
activitieS'. have been delegated to the
operations staff except for the actual
certification of expenditures 'of funds,
which is still, done by DSW (such a
division of responsibility between two
agencies has been t,ime consuming and

r* has created an extra burden of work
and confusion;).

Child care data from the baseline survey was published
as Chapter II in Mathem4'i.ca, Volume in "march, 1971,

C

-4' 4

N.
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'i' it1 .) .owing excerpts include the statement of oLjecti...es'r 13

and the summary of, findings:

The orimar objectives of this chiles care
ancilysis are:

1. To define the total possible
PAP child care demand in
Vermonc, ,

2. odelin6aCe thOse demand
dampening. factors which
should be considered and
to assess their effect-,en-
totN. demand..

3. 'To explore. the cAld care
programiming'and policy
`implications based on
survey informationiregarding
existing utilisation 'patterns
and seated prCferenc0.

4. To forecast possible child
care costs bas. -t3 on existing
costs revealed by the survey
arid -byi assumptions regarding
the generation of more
Aild care service in Vermont.

7

Throtghout this chapter, distinctions'
are made within the total low income
population surveyed with children under
15. Those lowest income populations,
'within this roup are classified eligible.
for Family Assistance Program benefits
On the basis of income tests described-
in Chapter, V; the remainder are the near
eligibles. FAP legisiative it.provisns
regarding child care services allow
the development and delivery-of services
to "potential"'FAP eligibles .(the near
eligibles) as Well as to actual FAP.
eligibles. Potential eligibleswould
receive partial Subsidiesthe amount
depending on income and "family size.
The ,actual FAP.eligibles would, in
general, receive free child care.
Therefore, within the child care
chapter, FAP eligible families and
children are referred to as befing
eligible, for full-subsidy and near
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eligible families and children for partial
subsidy. 1/ .:.

These distinctions'are necessary
in determining the priority child care

14
servic, groups within the low income
popu, ion and for projecting prdgraM
costs. ..

This preliminary analysis is
focused on total child care demand
within specific eligible categories:
.whether .the families are partiCiPatling
iQ the' ZINFC program would'hot
cantly reduce the total child care
demand or co,pt pfojections..in that
child careicosts related .to employment
and- training wou,ldbe assumed by FAP

. when it becomes operative.. HoWever,-
\ an undercount,of ,the ANFC population

on the survey -- primarily single

..
'emale-headed FAD eligible families-'
will mean that tne female mandatory_
registrants, by.neeessity the prior y

FAP child care services4d6ffiarid
population, is understated.2/

SU'MMA'RY OF FINDIN.GS

In summary, there are 5,877 children
of FAP eligthle families in Vermo t that
'are potential participants .ina F P
child care program and an additionda
11,066 children from near eligible
families. Approximately two- thirds of
these.childre'n are of school age and
require before and a7erproyrams, not

_pi-eschool licensed center and_hema.care.
7osts of a FAP child care program for these _

1/ ."There has been discussion at the fedaral level of .

eliminating the potential proiiiSion. In forecasting
demand, all breaks include eligibles and near eligibles
for ease in making:adjustments if a change .does occurs.'

.
.

.

2/ To adjust for the undercount, the number of FAP eligible
children under 15'(19,244) should be increased by an
estimated 8i.or 1,580 children. The adjustment was not \ e I

made because of the difficylty of assigning the under- , I

counted population to specific age groups, and the
fact that, in terms of the total number of FAP eligible.
children, the undercount is relatively small."

- 1
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eli,Jible and near eligible children
could run as high as $18.5,million.

Nearly, 6]'':- of the children-
of low income mcthers working outside
the home in Ver ion t care for themselves
when they are no in school. Of those
children who clo have care arrangements,
MUIC than two-thirds are barter for by ,

a member of the hoUseholcror a relative
or friend. 0Aly.:3 are cared. for in -a

0 family or group day care home or center.

Licensed facilities ore scarce and
thvo is a lacr:of knowledge about the .

services which can be vovided in a'
day care center or home, yet approximately
59% of the working mothers (and those
pun-employed or working at hoMo) say
they would utilize_a,facility that

'provided good, .inexpensive caret At
present, 89% of the mothers expressed
satisfaction with theiiHeurrent arrange-

.

Nearly 34,;, of.the low income mothers. 0

need care .for their Children aif ,olipr 6:00 p.m
and an average of 29% .need care, during
the weekend while they .are working. outside
the hOme.

For the otai low income employed
population, ap.)roximately 70% haVe no
child care costs. The remainder pay
an estimated average of $9.60/week/

Of those mothers in the home, 13%
'indicated they ?night look'for a job.
Most mothers did not feel the lack of
child care services was an vbstacle.to
their employment outside the-home.
=Thirty-nine percent (39%) of...these.
mothers indicated an interest intaking
Care of children for pay in their own
home if they could receive some training
and technical assistance to (lc its

. Program and plannihg implications
baSed on this .re'liminary information'
will contribute heavily to the establish-
ment of a PAP Child .Care Program of the
scale necessary to. meet. Vermont', needs.

O

17

'N
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:.late,,most0,f the Vermentkday care
arounc!,pre-school a,..je children". Yet, the baL. lihc

indiated t.-hat only nne third's: -.the poti.,ntia]
'11,12',.!ft..wor, pro-school a,:c.

Thlif di:-;.2repancy poin.ts up the need to eve lea to the 4,

lio hcic :lathemat!ica 'effort which hat heen cri'ticizcd
v,rmont staff as "not: adequate for operatin or planni*

"i..ntdininq a wealth of statewide data .wInich,
be &,.icquate for rediorial and local plannineneods.."

lhe :!athemotic rcpert was never int ilded to 5c a child'
rc sur,.*and'it shoul.d be Tememiaered thit the oriOnal

plan a 0:.at t:wide. income maintenance tcst, not j).serv!i.(7,.
test, alone.

. the Child .Care Operations Plan was written jn-
.

:(.21Jeft:!..nt.ly of the baseline cervoy, it was evaluated
in Volume to the extent that i.t was'implomeptod. E

\ .

The Operations Plan was dtsigned to meet child, care
:(1,.:.:.ice nee.:.'; .,nticipLa,,!d if Fie 1/ became law. JAlthough
planner attc:H.Leil Co 'r,(-2 p up with new child -care bills and
amendm,::-,t. i.ii, ',..,..were proposed, no basic changes werewere
made in chil

..ia4c:.

:),.inning which differed from th,, origilial
PAP concept.. , .

. -

..
'

In a prt,:lress rflort, the planning staff wrpte

Changes in the' legislation have made
.fit obsoldte some of the recommendations

made in the planning papers. Howev't.,r,

since many of the legislative changes -*
have related to such broad issues as
the Lenefit level and the responsibilities
of the various agencies, most of the
planning papers, which deal with detailed
administrative and regulative issues
,remain to the point.

that

1/ 1R 1. "Social Security'Amendmentssof 1971." Introduced
by Congressman Wilbur Mills,92nd Congress, 1st Session,
January 22, 1971, reportedoUt of the Committee on
Gays and Means May 26,1971. XXI---Opportunities '7

for Families Program 'and FamilAssistance
t
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- . In Washington, Saul Rosoff chaired the Child Development
1

P(.4icyll:Iterbgency'Committee which, at this. writing, was
1.;..n-br,Cparing guidelines for the implementation of SIR 1.

...

.

its
Ihiv group Was not considerinjeontingency policieg in the
ev-V1t some bill passed.

.
i

i

- .'
GUIDELINES

1. The Federal Interagency Day Care,Requirements
were issued in 1968 as approved. by -the Department
ofHEW, the Office Of Economic Opportunity and the, Department

..oflabor, :pursuant to Section1522 (d) of the Economic
OpOprtunity Act of 1964.

i ' , .

\ .The Federal Panel on Early Childhoodhadthe res?:)onsibrli-
.ty for revising. standards and issuing interpretations.

: The requirements "set
1 orth in that document applied

to 411 federally funded ch ld carc programs. Accordingly;
VerMvt.FAP ChildvCare pla ners cdrasulted the Requirements
in preparing the, operations. plan.. .

\In May, 1971, Child Ca c Planners receivec! a'copy
of the proposed reyised guid ,lines for their review and
contments. The Federal Panel on Early Childhood received
the new version on October 27, 1971. -

I

The reiiised'Requirements contained a federal model conie
for day care with optiON.1.Standards for voluntary licensing-
by. state and local agencies.'

I
_ '

In Vermont, the new Office of Chi1d Development issued
.4 Interim Progtam Guidelines and OFerati4Procedures for.AP

Day Care. in August; 1971. The guidelinesere prepared
by the .FAP Care ,planners and followed the operations plan.
They Were chiefly concerned with eligibiJity.. and financial
.procedures and ny,t deal with service deliveryproblema.;:

. CURRENT STATUS

Vermont's Child Care Operations Plan was submitted= to
HEW in October,. 1970,'for review' by the Federal InteragCncy
Committee. Written comments and questions from Washington
were responded to by Kathy Futrell. Following a series,of
written memoranda between Mary Jane Cronin and Futrell
a briefing was held in Washington on January 11, 1971.':

\ID- Cronin's full report is reproduced, belbw, as an
excellent summary .of the status of the project at that time:

A'briefing on FAP Child Care Planning
was presented to DREW and 0E0 staff
meMbe-rs on January 11, 1971. The report

' on planning was presented by Kathy Futrell
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In - C

of the Vermont PAP Planning Task Force: .

The operational plan and related Title:IV-A
, child care activities was presented .by .

Dan 41o1land, Chief of Child Development

Programs in state GPO and Chairman of the
State 4-C Committee. Their remarks were
supplemented by Tom Davis, StaSte Director
of 0E0.

5

Vermont has placed all of its child care
programs under the state 4-C Committee
in 0E eXcept for WIN child care and the
fiscal reporting for Title IV-A. The
licensing of day care facilities was N.

transferred .to 0E0 :although legal problems
have arisen on this which it is expected
will be resofved by. action of the.State
Legislature... There is approximately
$1 million of Title. IV-A chil41 care
in.place or planned in Vermont which
the additional $1 million of PAP (0E0)
test money will build on,and supplement.

1.-

The latter funds are being used to
simulate the PAP chi.ld care systeM.
While no decisions haVe been reached
on PAP childcare matters; the!Office
of Child..Development has dove oiled
some guidelines for 'administel,ing'the
system which are the basic element in
the VermOnt,plan. Following /these

the State ;4-C Committee .

acts as the prime grantee responSible
for devVloping-andimrlimtenting a' plan
'for providing child care serVices for
past, present and potential FAP recipients.
Seven regional 4-C ComMittee's
prime grantees,for their area draw-
ing up a plan for expending the money
and approving requests for funding
of sponsOIs who'subMit proposals
based on RPP's.

In the Burlington-Morrisville areas .

where DOL :and SRS 'have FAP related
demonstrations ongoing, the Social
Service Agency, is working with the
DES and ,DVR on recipient contact and
is arrangincj- for services). At the
present timethe'Social Wel.fare
Department js not prepared to perform
this function in the other areas and
and so the 4-C will provide client
andinteragetwy operational contact.

. ,
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11.

The Rutland 4-C has prepared a plan
for spending $225,000 of the FAP child
..pare monby. This fundinc, Idevul was
.,-;Qt. by the State. 4 -C on thy basis of
data from the baSeline survey and
other sources. The area plan will
be reviewed by the Executive Committee
of the State O-C (DES chose lot toho
represented 'on this committee) and.

. if approved is'YT7ady- for imp?ementation,
beginning January. 20th. The plan calls'
for developing services for pre- school
and school age children in proportion
to the numberS of such children
identified as needing srvices in the

baselinesurvey. The Northea:4t Kingjom
should have x.a plan in..for appro.:11 by
the end of January.

Planning is less tar along in othei
areas for a number of reasons such
as difficulties in putting together
a coordinating . committee, lack of
planning capability, la,:k of,a base
on which to expand, etc.

A statewide priTject to use WIN
trainees for tiaininy as child care
Workers hasqbeen developed. The
persor.is will b& suspended ftem WIN and
receive the proiSosed training through
the New Careers proyram. A member
of the planning staff is coordinating
selection, curriculum, employment and
other aspects among the supporting
agencies (DES-DSW-OVO)

In` conversations outside of the
briefing4the following things were
agreed 'upon or .clarified by the Vermont.
representatives andDHEW .staff
(Cronin, Granato, and Siegel):

A more detailed budget and
narrative will be developed'
'which presents the operational
plan morn clearly. It will
show separately administfation
(training, planning, fee
collection, etc.) costs,
project grants such as the
funding needed for the pro-
gram to upgrade'in-home day
care ,or possibly a speclal
project to develop projects
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-using school_facilities,.
and vendor /voucher payments.

2. The rationale for allocating
funds to particular
geographic areas, types of
care or types of activities
Will be spelled out. Data
used or formulas developed
will be detailed.

'3. Policy.decisions.which have
been made in deveroping the
4-C system will be described.
For example, ,procedures used
for selecting or electing
the -consumer-Rubliereprese-nta-
-tives provide steps to be
.taken where an area fails to
develop a coordinating com
mittee or agreed upon plan, etc.

4 The, fee schedule propoSed in
the operational plan will ne
the one used (not clear if it
will replace the more lenient--
Title IV-A.schedule for. non-

.cl'AP child care) unless DHEW
proposes an alternative ohe
for testing in the near
future. A paper by Ma6wmatica
On testing fee schedulesi Should
be available within a week.

,5. Problems of future fUnding of
the PAP child care were
discussed and alternative -
.possibilities are being
explored within 0E0 and DHEW.

.6. It was recommended' that the
DES and DSW formally give
approval to,the area plans so
that the-needs and related
activities of these Departments
are.given.essential consideration.

4
In one or more areas fees will be
collected by the Prime'Grantee
rather than the center. /-

After that briefing, several months of continuin
activity resulted'iff. a verbal approval of the Operations Plan.

S

A
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LICD11;investigation revealed that a letter of approval
had been 6rafted in April or May of 1971, but there was no
evidenci to date (October 22, 1971) that' written approval
of the Op6xatiqns. Plan was over sent by Washington or
received by Vermont.

Ngvertheless, verbal appi-oval was apparently. received
and thetOperation's'Plan. began to take form as the PAP Child
Care System in the spring' of 1971.

0

I-

D
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. 6 .14 'Chapter4

Day Care $eryides
LICD's investigation of operating activities during the

planning process was limited to .t-lhose elements which 'directly
related to planning,. with one exception. s described in our
work plah, we .visited nine pilot day care Kites .

to pretest the interview instrument we planned to use when
evaluating the oper ting system for our final report: in
Volume II.

4

The site visi s proV'ided many insights and some importaht
clues to the link between planning and operating activities.
AdditionalAy, th helped., provide some perspective for the
multitude of exPeCtations imposed on the child care planners '
by tlile federal. overnment.

0DosOrte-h:avy emphaS-is on the 41locatiOn and control of
financial res rces, the PAP child care SyStem's end product
,was to be services. It may be that one source of the planning
versus operations conFlict in Vermont stemmed from misplaced
emphasis on the part of the planners whose responsiibility for
'meeting FAP fixancial,retluirements overshadoWed the reason
for the c care system: "the provision of 'qualitT=Td.
care for ,.AP eligible families."

t

WhOl Title IV of the Social Security Act was 4mended in
196

/
Ole intent wpSto enable states to furnish'ffnancial

assistance for services to strengthen tire familieS of needy :

child'ren. The 1962 amendment added rehhbilitation to ensure
achi6vementof the legislative intent. .

Yet, nowhere in the Vermont pretest did we find a v
'reference to the underlying. reguireMents in Title ,IV; despite

. its tremendouS importance-as a financial respLq,ge to the'PAP
:child care system.

The point ip made here to place in perdpective!the
planning foundations for' this pretest in which most'of the
.planning efforts were directed toward a money-management
system which viewed services as a by-product.-

. .
.

It was within this frame of refererice that the planning
process dealt with the design-of a child care deliver) syseM.
Rather than Starting with families and their .weds, the
pretest planners (including Mathematica) assumed needs based
on data manipulation and available federal funds.
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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The FAP chi1,f3 care system operated primarily through
regional community coordinated child' care committees which'
received tlechnical assistance and'quidance from the state 4-C
'Commi ee andothestatf of the Day Care Operations Unit in
the Offi-e peChild Development.. (See Appendix A-4, and
Figure , pp.

o.

Thespyolunteer community organizations have become
the subeoi)tractors for the state's purlic clay care efforts.
(Title IV -A and:FAP),, They_were-orgiNized-under the
'auspices. of- the-State .4-7C Commiteee tOhelp meet the
''expectations contained in tbe federal contract documents.
Both the HEW-Vermont contract and- the 0E0-HEW agreement
use Aentical.ianguage (below) to make genefal statements
regarding program development requirements:

DOelopment and':Implementatkop:'6f techniques
to quickly generte interest lh do.
care programs and to plOvide actual assist-
ance in thefbrmation. and operation of. .

rograMt. One method. already used on a
1 mitee. basis, will be further evaluated-7-
that of- establishing a network of program.
developers who are capable of providing
public, education efforts regarding needs
for expanded day care services and of
organizing local interest to the po'*nt-of
'action. It is anticipated that as.the
"demand for day care:services at the local
'level increases, 'other techniques requir-
ing less "selling". effort:canbe effeciive,
i.e., a- grant program, a central clearing--
house for information regarding the use of:,
FAP'egild care monies and recommended
administrative procedures.

oY

When the day care prograQ is fully.
operational (within twelve to eighteen -

months) -responsibility fOr'.the day care
operations will be, transferred from SOE0
to an approprilate agency, agreed by the
state.and UHF*. The day care-operatiOnal,
staff win:prOvide the developmental,
'administrative and support services f6r
both the Title ,TV funds and the requested -
child care and seed grant funds under this
,contract.:
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The 0E0-HEW agreement-however, contains addirrapil
requireMents,;concerned with children needs and 'operating

-probyems:7 -'.'

'..Tlius; the problem is to plan, demonstrate,
. evaluate and develop a'model FAP child care
.. system which' will be cognizant of and

.. rovonsive to the needs of children of Fi*.
. o

Thsrciughactual operation of child care
.

programs in the state, techniques shall be.
explored for the rapid development and
expans'ion of child care fabilities.

With the FAP day care planning staff,'day
care opekatiOns,staff will. define program
prl,rities and pr ritiO for the distribU
tionof limited- d joarerosources withit.
tht! state. .

. ..:.. ...

Apparentlyunwilling td restrict all FAP day care
development to..the,A-C mechanigm, HEW also required:.

. ,-.

DeueldpMent'ofteclipigues to generate dayw
caresetvices in areaslyhere'community-

. .coordi-nated.childcare .programs are
diffiOalt, if not impossible, to.develop.
Included, will be consideration oftellipo-,

ran' daycare.pirograMs, contracts with
outside suppliers, and innovative trans --
portation systems for moving children to
aneas where' programs are available
(cOnditions under ,which commUbity-.
coordinated programs'are unlikely to..be

'successful will be clearly'defined)'M4- o
a ..and the same expectation later

ppeared,Almost verbatim, in
Mathematices: contract.

-

1

OperaEionsiand planning interests_Converged in the area
of resource identification and inventory,. But thbre is ,.no,

evidence that any.attempt was made to coordinate resource
development in order.tojmeot the following -HEW .regukremen s:

. .

. .

.. ...

.
.

.

(1) hfinition of resent: systems of ,child
. .

...

c
hare in 'Ver .nt detailing type., loca-

..' ."
tion and numb- '4.-Ofservices, and thoseinstitutions resi. nsible for generatyv-
and operating serv&es- -;f.

b. On the basis of the. veritory* day .

care efforts (stpecif ing.types6f care, $
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groups served, identification of gar:;
in services--programmatically
geographically) and the baseline survey
of potential dergind covered by the day
care planning phase described above,
target areas for immeOiate conccntra-
ti on of effort ancl,5pacific program
needs will be_rzwipwed and expanded.
Long range goal's will be ,set. With
the PIP day care planning staff, day
care operations staff will define
program priorities and priorities for

1 the distribution of limited day can!
resources within the state.

We have diScussed Mathematica's liaseline slirvey in
Chapter 1. Organization and Management. HoWevcr-, prior to
that wok, members of the State 4-C Ad Huc Comhittee in 1969
estimated day care needs based on their own experience.s. 0

,

Chaired' by Dan Holland, the Ad HoS-1:ommittee represented
.

broad interests and thought they knew what the needs wen..
Aey felt they needed 2,00 pre-school slots immediately,
and would eventually need ,000. There were 30 members on
thb full committee: 10 public representatives, 10 private

- . rep .sentatives and 10 elected parents from Head Start PAC
gro s, all appointed by the Governor. Of this group, 8 -

e
pm cars (6 state, 1 CAA, 1 poor paidnt) served at the
adMinistfative- "steering" committee

Added to other probleMs, plan- ers felt that they had
no lead time to prepare' because of deadlines which didn't
allow for start -up time, and that they had too little time
to .do rational datg collection which requires,.first of all,

0 a system based on carefulcorrelation of relevant faCtors.

- It would appear that .Widespread community involvement
in the planning; process was required, bUt.little time was
allowed for it: -. Resources were to be identified and
inventoried, either on a highly pre-selected basis
(Mathematica) 'or very loosely throudh program developers
working independently of one another in assigned territories.

. .

When meetings were held with program operators and other
community people, they were. "told" about decisions and had the
guidelines "explained" to them. In August, 1971, Head Start

. 0'. and .4 -C Diredtors met wit:i state planners to provide some
.input on guide'lines, .but there is no evidend% that community
.peopld were systeMatically consulted in resource planning.

.

.00
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.ALTERNATIVE MODELS
-

One of the\Sqre iM1)ortant aspects of the.child care
pretest involved the development a4ndtesting ofsafternative
models.

Both HEW and 0E0 used identical paragraph's to describe
exp6ctations in this area: .

11,1e design and conduct of programs which.
deMOnstra tte new ways oprovide child care '

services in the4state. Such demonstrations
may include-(1)Fthe development of satellite
day care homes staffed by FAP mothers around)
a nuclear center where educational materials
and staff services are available; (2) the
innovative useof existing ETV programming
for children ia homes and centers across the
state or the development of ETV programs and
accOmpanying educational materials for
children; and (3) an innovative transportation
sys:cem for rural 'child%care programs.

But, price againi- OEOattempted_to_ciarilythe
alternative models requirement By adding this statement:

It is envisioned that the product of this.
effort will be a vstem of practical alter-
nativeswhich be exercised in a coMmu-
nity-7given a Slit of defined situational
factors--and which, when implemented, will
quickly result in the provision of adequate
and Sufficient child care services in that
community.

Vermont planners on'both staffs, Planning and Operations,
helped to successfully develop several types of day care
models during t planning prodess.

Developmen of the following collection of eight alternative
models is parti ularly impressive when one considers the
pressures of time and the built-in constraints faced by staff
of the pretest:

1. In-home day care services for.famil es participating'
in the E and D FAP Manpower Project (funded b DOL.) in the
-iurlington-Morrisville area. This project, iso referred
o as the Chittendon-Lamoille County Project has day care
ovided by vendors who receive payments dir ctly from

t e stale.

01,
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When discussin,ithe D project with LICD, Dan .

Holland remembered that he hadn''t wanted this state to fur-fd
day care homes which didn't meet licensing .standard. When
hiS staff investigated 27 homes and only one of them met
staVdards, he felt that if the FAP mothers chose those
homls, they sh-)uld be given-the money to spend as they
wanted. This eliminated direct paymenn uy Lire .state to
venders he, considered substandard.

Apparently, this 'early ekTerience helped contribute
to the custodial. vs. developmental schism.

Nevertheless, the C &B project was expanded in
FY '72 to include all fourteen counties statewide.

2. The Rutland 4-C CoMMIttee received a direct grant
MarCh 1, 1971, to test out financial management at the local
level. The objective here was to test a locally Controlled
financial system with the 4-C Committee responsible for
banking its/money, determining eligibility, appDoving
payments_and making dishurse5ents. 1/

Rutland was selectod for s test because planners
"knew" "the community and expected .fairly prompt action.

--The Rutland dlrEct. %rant- was written jo-i-ntly- by FAP
Planning. anal Day Cille staffs. With an effective date of
March 1, 1971, .$11C,000 was approved as the first payment
wn-February 29. Total arpout of the grant was $275,000
of which $25,000 was to te used for "seed" money (i. e.,
facilities rehabilitation and fenovation).

'Despite the run to test this model, Riltland 4-C
Director Betty Ferraro reported that no money was released for
this project until April 22,-1971, almost two months later.

's an alternative model, the Rutland 4,-C direct
grant is besting only a'flflancial system. Its contract' '
contains tie identical.requirC.,ments and constraints found in
the other contracts.

3. -Planning for the UVM (Univer'sity of Vermont) model
began in January, 1971, by Dan Holland and Julia Lepeshkin,
a UVM instructor who wasoi crested and actively working with
the Day Care Unit.

1/ All other 4-C systems transmitted requests for fee reim-
bursemegt to the Day Care Unit, then later distributed
the checks to operating sites.

O

V



118 -

Over a period of several months, a university. based
sign was developed for a model day care center and, funding

nec began. Lyman Stookey and George Carcagno wrote
the first draft proposal which, we were told, was unacceptable
because OCD/HEW didn't want to fund another model day'care
program, but instead, wanted home care enrichment to upgrade.
existing services which were mostly in homes.

In Auguslt, Kathy Futrell put together -a new -propof,a1
which the state. OCD submitted.to Washington.

In October, 1971, at this writing, they ,seemed to
be some confusion about this projeet'-8 status:. .UVMHad
advanced some money for an October 18 opening date and
hired Peter Garen as Director. But theproposal was still
pending in Waghington, and we could find no written approval
of the project.

The UVM modelstirred-!Zontroversy in two areas.
0 First, several private' day care Operators serving the poten-,

tial UVM territory for many years felt threatened and unable
to compete with a large institution which probably would
.receive .first referrals of FfP and IV-A children in its off-
campus Winooski location. Additionally, at least one such
center receiving' child health .services, rom UVM expected 'to
be refbsed service when UVM day care children"would have
priority.

Second; there was some fear ofthe quality of UVM
child care service and of experimentation with the children by
UVM Departments of Psychology, Languages /and Home Economics,
co-sponsors of the project.

As of October, 1971, many questions appear to remain
unanswered, raising the larger question: "what was planbed?
Curriculum and o*rating details were vague and being.
negotiated. Liclsing standards AO not been met. Enroliment
procedures were being debated and her seemed to be wide-
spread disagreemept on the expectations of this model.

4. By the fall 6f 1971, two high schools had day care
programs.

A Burlington high school and an East Montpelier high
school each had enrollments of 25-30- childten:. Both had TAP,

A IV-A and private funds, were licensed and related to their
'focal 4-C co ittees: Each 'school wanted a day card center to
serve childre, of the high school students and for the special
learning such centers could'provide.

C
- . .

\

Vermont's regional vocational high schools were
considering daY\ care centers', too, during school hours for the

.

\

A
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benefit of students. Day care for school age children during
the -school yearwas in early developmental stages in October
of 1971-

5. Thei'e was some effort at the local level to incor-
porate. Head Startprograms or concepts in several commUnities.
In some cases, Held Start began to merge with day care,
in others the ciestablished Head Start programs set the day
are style. 1

6. Consumer Controlled Community Child Care (5-C).
developed in southern Vermont and by Sezt,2mber, 1971, was.
operating three centers under Director Joyce Strom:in
Springfield, BelloWs Falls and Windsor.

This project appeared to be growing, at a 'fast pace,,
had long 'waiting lists with plans to open more centers as
quickly as resources were available. Mrs. Strom also directs
three Head Start sites, whcih have begun to .merge with the
others. To'our k'nowlOdge this 5-C Committee was the first
of its kind in Vermont and will be studied more intensively
during our evaluation of operation.

)

7. The Green Acres public housing day care model in
,Barre opened in August,' 1971, with a director who had been
hired-one-weekLcarli-er,'practical-ly,no-equipment or-supplies,
a'staff -of parents and seventeen children, including.seVeral
i.nfants, all compacted'into.one large room. If any planning
had been dons for this model, it .was.not in evidence when
LICD evaluators dropped in for our pilot site visit in late
August, 1971.

It is worth noting here that Green Acres was
deliberately selected by ITICD fora site visit during thee-
planning process because it had be.en recently opened. We
hope to. o follCw-up -visits to the pilot sites during the
operatio s phase of our work.)

8. Private day care group homes and centers began to
enroll Title IV-A and FAP funded children during the planning
period. The introductilon,of state licensing in 1967 had
startea a'moVement to upgrade, standards;of child care and
t}iis movement gained pementum .dOritiq the pretest planning
process as private day care became an alternative model.

Summary

In summary, each of the alternative models seemed to have
developed independently, without an overall plan. In itself,
this unstructured approach to alternatives may have provided tkle

0

0
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The 4issing ingredient, however, was a_ plan to
characterize, compare and ass.,cs these models. For without
such an evaluation design, the -welopment of alternatives
had little ,value. tO 'a` pretest sought to develop
replicable models.

SERVICES TO STAFF '

In 1..he ddVelopment of day care services,the HEW-Vermont
contract required:

to-

(10)Definition and.evaluation of techniques for
rapid resource dc'velopment at the local level
including tne.development of personnel to
provide child care services. Alternatives
which will, be explored include: (1) job
training programs (i. e., New Careers possi-
1.2i.l.kties for FAP recipients and other non-
professionals in the child care field) which
might be:coordinated with employment training
componept'S,of FAP and the ongoing,"WIN and
'MDTA programs; and (2) follow -up training
and definition of continuous staIf services,
wftichm-rghtobe necessary in Ole operation
of child care programs. Vie introduction of
child development,into home care should be a'
major consideration in both training programs
for. personnel.

It4athematida. Inc.

The'paragraph above was inserted verbatim in the Mathe-
matica contract. However, that company's.staff received no
requests from the Vermont planners to provide assistance in
the area of job training programs andlnone of their reportN
contain any reference to it.

0

Apparently, Mathematica's major contribution to the child
care planning staff evolved into three tasks:

1., the screening, and baseline surveys;
.2. ,.:onsultation and advice in the. development of fee

schedules; and
3. 'design and development of the vouch.er experiment.

Our investigaticin reveal
N

. ...

.

a. that the ba,s'elinp data was received 'after the writing
of th, Operatien Plan;

b. that. M thematica's fee schedule input was. "extremely
valuab e'! to FAP Planning, and

.

fr

E.
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. that the voucher experiment was not tested
'because estimates of cost indicated it would
be too expensive.

Day Care Unit staff described the Mathematica child care
information-as "hard to'read .. . . . notAsummarized
of no value in deli<rering clay care."

New Ca &ea..

Or special project was developed. by Mike Wriston of
the F7 planning staff in cooperation With WIN staff, a
one year training program fOr four FAP. mothers to become
day care aides under a joint funding arrangement. _Typical
of the pretest, however, most of the planning revolved

-around funding questions.. We found no system to evaluate
the net effect of the program on trainees, children or
employers.

The Thiokol Contract

The first draft of the Vermont FAP pretest proposal
contained $50,000 for 'the FAP planning staff to use for '

research and innovation. AssumiAg that most Vermont
. 'day care would probably continue to be provided through

. homes and home-grown- small centers, at least for ,a substantial
period of the pretest, FAP planners wanted to explore -the
Possibilities of getting developmental day care into home
sites.

However, in the 'final proposal, the.$50,000 was placed
in the budget of-the Day.Care Unit which decided to hire
a .consulting firm .foe'technical: assistance.

. ,

After verbally requesting proposals from fifteen
different companies, Most of whom submitted position papers,
the TXecutivp Committee e State `4 -C Committee selected
four finalists, intervie representatives in
Boston and selected qhioko Chemical Corporation on
October 15, 1970.

After revising the original contract to obtain DHEW
approval, SOEO and the Thiokol Corporation signed a contract
on November 24, 1970,, effective November 30, .1970. The
contract was subsequently amended, his required. by DHEW,
on February 10, 1971. .(See. Appendix A-4.)

Thiokol agreed tb provide professional services in
three areasz

1. planning of day care facilities;
2, staff training; and 7

,

3., development of evaluation procedures for the day care
. unit. . .

.. -

)
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Be,Cause of the special importance of evaluation to apretest,-we have included our analysis of Thiokol's
eyaTuation,work in chapter 6 (pp. 137-148).

The' follbwing contract excerpts describe Vermont's.
expectations with respect tojacilitiesand,traininli:

A. FACILI=S

Pro%ide procedures Jd guidelines in
accordance with state and federal
requirements to:

1. Loc2;te potential day care facilities.
2. Assess facility suitability.
3. Estimate facility rehabilitation

costs that conform to State of
vdrmort and Federal-Interagpncy
day care minimum 1.icensing
requiremOTIts.

This /wild include the services-of a.
facipty engineer on site on an "as

. needed" basis to survey selected sites ,
within the five (5) STATE-designated
CAP-I-areas, which wila not, exceed a
toO4. of five (5) separate locations,

The facility engineer will assist when
possible 4-C groups,.either local day
care center sta:fs, and local,Head Start
program directors.

B. STAFF TRAINING

A comprehensive staff training and
development 'program for selected members
of the Vermont Day Care Operations Unit
staff will be provided. Selectio of
the staff to be trained will be made by
the STATE.

The comprehensive staff training and
development program will include a .

training session-for 'the staff of the
Vermont Day Care Operations Unit,
utilizing the training package to be
developed by the CONTRACTOR. Also a
limited number of operating level staff
workshops or training sessions will be
conducted by the staff of the Verthont
Day 'Care Operations Un, with the

3
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assistance of the CONTRACTOR for five
(5) to eight (8) sessions. These
training sessions or workshops willbe
located geographically throughout the
State of Vermont to allow maxiMum
exposure of the staff of the Vermont
Day Care Operations Unit to tte expertise
of the CONTRACTOR .within the period of
performance of the, contract

4

6

D. REPORTS

Five (5) copies of the fial report of
activities completed by the CONTRACTOR
will be furnished to the STATE within
thirty (30) days following contract
completion.

Washington FAP staff raisedseveral important questions
in writing regarding the training/technical assistance aspects
of the work, butLICD investigators could find no evidence'
of follow-up by HEW.

.
,

As for the actual Thiokol work and its value to child 1.

care planning, these_yere our findi ngs: ____ .
,,

1. A Thiokol engineer was assigne&to the Day Care.Unit'
for 13 weeks. As of'9/16/71 no wri ten Summary of his work
had been received and no evaluation as 'made. Also.there:was
no follow7up tp determine whether or not this work was helpful
to the sites Jfe facilities.

.

2. Thioko prepared a 300 page, 15-part training manual
and conducted 10-day training seminar in Montpelier for .
State Day Care Staff, FAP Planning Staff and Head Start
Regional Directors.

As 'part of the preparation for this work, Thibkol
obtained input. from people all over Vermont. Their six week
contract'was extended for an additional sixty days to
accommodate the-new time dimension caused by this field

, research.

. &o'pies
.

.
.

.

One hundre fifty &pies of the ,manual were printed
and distributed as'follows: 1

Each CAA
All relevant state agencies
Regional 4-C's
Head Start directors
Relevant private agencies
Public day care operators

ti

'64
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/.

4-C xelated day care operators
Other operators who requested copies

Subsequently, requests for copies coming from out of state N
were referred.to ThiOkol.

The Day Care Unit used the manual to train dax care
operatqrs and we learned that Head Start and Day Care staff
used it,alorg with other resources, for Technical Assistance
and Training,

Despite, this wide-spread use of the -Thiokol training'
manual, LICD analysis found it to be unsuitable 'for amateurs;
It is a. well-done but highly technical work designed chiefly
for experienced,t.rainers. The manual includes 'a ready guide
for day care operations which leaves-the impresS.ion that the
manual 'is mostly for traj_ner,'but with an air 6T. "while
we're at it, let's throw in something for center directors."

Except for the initial ten-day seminar conducted by
Thiokol, the manual does not seem to be part of a concerted
training effort for the development of Day Care Center
personnel by a corps of 'competent trainers.

-The most valuable part of the Trainer's Guide deals
with assessing training 'needs. There is a fine, detailed
explanation (in,*th written and graphic forms) of a'systems
approach. to traiiii_tng. And though it requires a great'deal
of prior experience for the trainer -- one -of the reasons we
concluded that the manual was meant for use by experienced
trainers--this assessment model is excellent.

.The.trainer infdrmation notes offer one possible danger,
however--that the manual could be handedt.osome inexperi-
enced person with the notion thatrreadingtheAotes will
.result in an instant trainer. Great harm could result from
that--not.the author's fault--because the trainingprogramu
liMited as it is in technique, has a complexity which
requires skilled, trainers.-'

, One other criticism by Mike Wriston concerns what the
manual doesn't include:

. . . all budget and management
'issues, almost all substantive
organizational and responsibility

.-issues; and the more specific questions
of transportation and staffing patterns
(i.e., child care as a career,- particularly

\\ for low income people) . aack of
\

j
innovation or substantive discussion
in the (more complex) areas of



Developing Daily-Activities and
Nerrlth Programs.

CHILDREN

The 11EW-Vermont contract states:

Design of referral.proeedures between day
care and othei: PAP components: Of 7
particular concern will be referrals
for supportive services for children.

This expectation was translated into the Mathematica
contract as:

(6) Determine how the Medicaid eligibility
function for these persons eligible fur
state supplements or. AABD will be
administered.

(7) Develop procedures for the referrala
of recipients between the various.
agencies. and . . . local daycare
agency.

Based on our very small pilot.site. sample, and
interviews with state and local staffs, there diII not appear.
to be any system for using the Mathernatica papers to help
provide andillary Services to FAP day card children during
the planning process.

There continued'to be substantial disagreement about:
defining and providing quality child care and its relationship
to supportive services.

SERVICES TO FAMILIES s.

HEW required:.

(.6)/ ExaMination and identification of. the.
relationship between job Or-industrial
deVelOpment in a community and the ease in
development of child care services.

. Once again, Mathematica .was expected to provide sertile.
Baseline data include statistical information relating
employme t to child .care services but, to our,knowledge, no
statewid system was devised to link.the two components
during th planning process.,

Ther was one related policy which permitted a FAP parent
to select iny.day care facility, even Certain unlicensed ,

9
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homes. While/ilir.p.Z;ing to be an Option to facilitate
parental employment or training, the approval (for FAP children
only) of unlicensed spaces may have created more problems than it
solved.

CURRENT STATUS

By October, 1971, the operations plan began to dome to
life. Regional 4-C committees were expected to receive
$10,000 each in November, L971, for "cldmihistrative planning.

The new Office of Child Development was systematically
taking shape under the direction of Joan Babbott.

However, one important area of investigation remained
unclear at this time.

During our investigation of the-planning process, we
were unable to learn whether, if or to.what extent
Community Action Agencies were involved in the FAP child care
pretest planhing process.

John Wilson's letter of.June 18, 1970,T
to John Montgomery clearly stipulated that the following
two conditions were added to the 0E0-HEW Agreement:

. _

.

(a) HEW will insure that the requirements
of Section 232 (d) of the Economic .

Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 2825) are met. This Section
states that:

"No pilot or demonAration
project under this section
shall be commenced in any
city, county, or other major
political subdivision., unless
a plan setting forth such
proposea pilot or demonstration

sproject has been ubmitted to
the appropriate community action
agency; or, if there is no such
agency, to the local governing
officials of the political
subdivision"-

If the, plan is disapproved by the
appropriate community agency or political

division, the proposed project shall
not, e commenced unless the plan had
been `reconsidered, by the Director of.

:.
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0E0 and has beeri:founto be fully
consistent with the grovisions and in
furtherance of the rCrposes of Title II
of the EOA.

(b) It. is understood that those responsi-
bilities which the attached documents
indicatewill...be performed by 0E0
in fact,, be performed by the State
Economic Opportunity Offide.
additional' staff required by the Vermont
State Economic ,,Opportunity Office to
carry on this project will be paid fOr
but of the funds being transferred under
this Agreement.

The letterthen conCiuded:

'When you have concurred Aith the stipulations
in'this letter and the attached documents,
we would appreciate your signature belowAand
the,,eturn of.this letter to me at the Office
of Economic Opportunity.

'
Sincerely,

John, Oliver Wilson
Directo
Office of Planning; Research 'and Evaluation

Approved by

Title

kvfor DHEW.

Date

While'Searchinglor evidence of compliance, we learned
that Vermont FAP Planning Staff was unaware of these
coflditions, as they were not included in Vermont's working
documents Or.the HEW-Vermoht contract (see Appendix Al).-

Inquiries the Day Care Unit staff confirmed our
findings that there had been no systematic 0g"n7off by
Community Action Agencies.

r'
At this writing, we could find no evidence that HEW

(Jhn Montgomery) signed and returned to 0E0,(John Wilson)
the supplementary letter.

The implications are obvious. if, in 'fact, HEW did not
agree to the additional terms and /or; if HEW did not include
those terms in its contract with Vermont, FAP planners in
Verm6nt can hardly be held accountable for compliance.

a
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Chapter 5

Money.

The Vermont FAP,pretest followed the traditional pattern
Gf federally funded programs (see Figure'l). lachlof the federal
agencies involved required written proposals from_dis counter-
part agency in the state. These proposals were tailored to

, 'federal official's actually wrote the proposal
fit the existil 'rfedeal guidelines and regulations. In at
least one case
for one component,, a proposal ve-ich was criklicizod as ueireal--
istic and later, modified, in a limited way, by state officials.

. .

Despite a tradition of shying away from federal program
funds, Vermont's, shift inrthe the direction duting the
past few years is sharply reflected in agency nomenclature:
the State "Office of Economic Opportunity," the new. "Office.
of Child Dlopment," the "FAP Planning.Staff.

- ' o .

." Farther indication of this.phenomenon became apparent
as we discovered,in the vertical working relatAionships
strong identification between oounterpart agencies in Vermont
and Washington: FAP to FAP and Day Care Unit (sorp) with .

OCD in HEW. ,

% -

The real significance of tiNis finding lies WrtTl'its
effect en_Planning and decision- making., For when the fund-'

directs'What to-de .about it, how to do it'and controls the
respurces, state/a40-local planning' becomes merely an
exercise in compliance.-

ing source not only determines the p'rob or issue, bust also

In, the case-of the Vermont pretest, the FAP staff was,to
plan and 000rdinate, but -its wo* concerned"fihancial manage-
ment almost. exclusively: The designs of the Child care cOM-
ponent and the operations plan are so heavily involved-with:
money that the reasonfOr.the expenditures appears to be
secondary. ,HoWeVer, it should be nbted that both the HEW-
Vermont contract and the. 0E0,-HEW AgreeMent required.this
emphasis.

O

o

4

HEW/VERMONT CONTRACT

(8) Development of alternative schedules con,-
trolling the share of day care cost to
beborne by families At any giVen
come clevel. Schedules tested should
include at least -one which introduces

..into the decision of a.parent.who
is,dt-best a-potentialay aowowage
earner or who has Alarge number of

. dePendent,ichildren, full'co4Sideration
0 V

a
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F. i .; re 1

PROGRAM 6OMPONENT FUNDING OF VERMONT FAP PRETEST FY 197071

4

I0E0 >HEW/SRS
$1,034,330'

I .

".',)TAL HEW COI:TRACT UUDGET.

FAP Planning and
Baseline Survey (1110) S 50:,-330
0E0: Child Care Co4onent 1,034,330
1.110: ChildCare Component 269',G70

11 TOTAL

1).
$1,809,330

S.TATEVU.DE CHILD CARE SERVICE SYSTEM

(1110Y
$269,670)Child Ciro)

F

](SW /SRS .

Title IV

*S0E0 Day Care Wit
(OCD as of'8/22/71)

State Legislature
..:$125,000 Title 1V-A

(Matching)

F1,15 'Hann ng (Chi Id Care)
$05,780 (1110)

$ 112,500 Title IV4Services
12,500 Title. IV-AdMinistration
203,890 - (1110) ,

$1034,330 (0E0)

__4$112,5001h0ther Operations

Match')
Title IV-A/

Social services

1

Vocational Rehabilitation Emnlevment.(2L,221dna..._

L HEW/SAS - RSA $

L *SDVR

.

BURIANGTON-MORRISVILLL.L&D PROJECT

* Under,a reorganization of Vermont
Executive Agencies, FAP Planning stiff, Department

Social Welfare, Department: of -Vocational
Rehabilitation 'and the State Office of Econor,Opportunity became components of the Agency of Human Services on January 10, 1971.;

DOL.$

13t.)EQ



of, the cost of child care which the
decisio4orkinvolves: At the
same time the schedules should not
imPose excessive disincentives to
s'ignificant labor force potential or

!attachment. Schedules to be tested
'Ishould also-reflect differences in
the quality of care prcvided so as
t:5encourage utilization of less
expensive forms-of day care thus
both minimi.zing Federal cost. arld
providing a natural rationing
mechanism for scarce rosaurces.
Schedules to be tested shall be
jointly agreed to by the State and
the DHEWc,P/70;ect Officer.

(d) DeSign and evaluation of various
child care paymelt sYstem and

._..adOni:;trative procedures for
th0r implementation. AlterNatives
for example, will include
(a) vouchers'to in6ividhais,
(b) income exclusion, and
(c) direct contractS'with the
dad' care providers. The possibility
of-designing payment iaysteMs which
would encourage, thji. 11 monetary
rewards, quail services and
trained personnel will also be
explored. Systems to be tested
shall bel jointly agreed to by
the State and the Project
Officer. #

(4) With the operations staff,' :the
de,-;.elopment of procedures for
joint; funding of clay care' programs
(Title IV and FAP) until such time
as',national legi'Slation is passed
wh..ich will place responsibility
far day care funding. with one
agency.

(4) Related to the joint funding policy,
procedures must be designed to
insure that equal serviices are
provided children in any one
ceii,ter or home. For ,.example., since
FAP monies provide %or iedical and
dental services and Title IV monies
do not ir`Vermont; the problem of
integrating these funds at the

I)

.cS
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operational level must be resorved.

(3) Definition of a State policy r-
yarding the distribution and
coordination ot?100c Federal contract
monies for daycare (FAP) with
exitting Federal monies recluiring
local cash and in-kind commitments

iV). This policy and
be of i

pro-
cedures for its use will., particular concern in the shortrangu
operational phase of Vermont's

4 day care program.

OEO AGREEMENT

The 0E0 11F,W Agreement repeated the' last. two paragraphs
verb .tiny, and also included the followng two paragraphs
(slicjhtly'modified) which had been written into the original
Vermont proposal

A total of $834,331) is 14-ovided for the
purchase of child care services over a
-Ler-month period (less than a full
'rear's funding) is requireb in order
to allgwrtime for the day care unit to
become operational. At an annual
cost of $1,600 per child for full time
care, these funds would purchase 437
full timeday care spaces-and 501 before
:..ad after school spaces.- In addition to.
the funds provided by OEO, Title IV monitis
in the State will be used to purchase
day care Services for 625 children at
an annual cost of ..$1,248 per child
and before and afte.r school or part-
time services for 200 children at
$600 per child. The day care operational
staff will provide the developmental,
administrative and support services
for both the Title IV funds and the
requested child care and seed grant
funds under this contract.

Experience, has shown tat one of the
greatest barriers. to establishing a.
center or home that meets the licensing
standards of the Department of Social'

, Welfare is the lack of. "seed money" to
meet the costs of renovating the available
facilities and tc purchase necessary
equipment. This c.greement thus provides
$150,000 in "seed money" to meet the

t10

to'



I.

N.

132

start up costs of new child care facilities.
The costs were estimated on the basis of an
average of $2,-500 pe\z`center for fifty (50)
new centers, and $500 per home for fifty (50)
new child care homes.

The following paragraph in the original %,ermont proposal
was restated in the 0E0-HEW Agreement verbatim.

A plan for expending the day cafe
operational funds will be jointly
agreed to by Federal and State agencies
before operations commence.

During tile. planninglprocess, there seemed to be some
confusioll over-us'ing "seed .money" to rehabilitate existing
centers. and homes which were ,"newly" accepting' IV-A and
FAP children.

Under the terms Of the Memowdum of Agreement, 0E0
transferred $1,034,332 to HEW, budgeted as follows:

1. Provision for nsultant Services
Research ani Innovation 50,000

2. Provision f r Seed Grants
50 Cent X $2,500
50 Homes X $500

3. Child Care Services
437 children in full time care
X $1,336*

501 children in before and
after school care X $500*

TOTAL
* 10 months funding

125,000
25,000

("583,832

250,500

$1,034,332

I

MATHEMATICA, INC. NI
With a systems focus clearly on'regulating monies, its

contract emphasized the. expectation that the Mathematica input'
would help_producd an econonhcally sound planning scheme for
FAP administration, i. e., one'based on the theory of economic
man:' that,,given adequate and sufficient income or supplements -
in -kind, subSequent activities would automatically meet
human needs.

The Mathematicacontracf stated:

(19) With the operational staff, develop
procedures for joint funding of

) day c -are programs (Title IV and
FAP) until such time as nationai,
legislation is passed which will

I
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place responsibility for day care
V funding with one agency.

(22) Develop alternatiVe schedules
controlling.6e share of day care
cost to be borne by families
at any given income level
Schedules tested should inqlude
at least one which'introduces
into the decision of a parent.
who is at best a potentially
low wage earner or who has a
large number of dependent,plildren
full consideration of the cost
of iiild care .which the decision
tofrork'involves. At the same
time the schedules should not
impose excessive disincentives
to maintenance and expansion of
work effort for those persons
with significant labor force
potential or attachment.
Schedules to be tested should
also reflect differences in the
quality of care provided so as
to encourage utilization of less ,°
expensive forms of day care thus
both minimizing federal cost
and providing a natural rationing
mechanism for scaxce resources.
SChedules to be tested shall be
jofr7tly agreed to by the State

,and the DHEV Project Officer.

DeSign and evaluate various child
care payment systems ari,d admin-
istrative procedures for their
implementation. Alternatives, for
example, will include: (a) vouchers
to inslividuals, (b) j.ncome exclusion,
and (c) direct contracts with tne'
day care providers.' The possibility
of designing.payment systems which ".
would encourage, thtough monetary
rewards, quality services and
trained'oeorsonnel will also De
explored. Systems to be tested
shall be jointly agreed toy the
State' and the-MEW Project bfficer.

'4
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FINANCIAL PLANNING

Most of the planning for day care centered around fee
schedules, payment plans and fiscal control.s. 'Costs'of
day care ware arrived at ,using .uperficial formulas easily
manipulated mathematically and only somewhat relevant to -

actual costs of day care oOvations in Vermont. ,

I'll-inning began with dollars and a limited design fer
child care services, rather than with actual day care
costs and a realistic budget to accomplish agreed upon
objectives.

FEE SCHEDULES

The original i'711, bill included a $30.00 weekl$, per child
fee and that figure was used initially in Vermont.

.Chitt'endon 4-C received payment at thatrrate for the
early E'& D day care' service until a decision was made that
PAP fees conform to Title IV-A, which pays $24.00 per week.

One rerson given for usinghe.lower $24.00 'figure was
that the local matching "...was too hard to get."

In 1969, Bennington Day Care,.a private operation
run by Dan Holland, charged an $18.00 fee which covered
staff, rent and utilities costs only. The children received
social services\from the Uhited Counseling Service, medical

. care frOm Medicaid or private doctors, and food was donated
from the loCal high school cooking class. Transportation was
provided by parents, and supplies and equipment Were begged
and donated. There was no dental care.

finnlngton, which opened r_4'.1-1 .MaYch, 1969, was ready tq ,

close its doors in August, five Months later, unable to
meet operating costswhen Dan Holland met Preston Bruce,.at-
',a meeting in Washington and learned of the 4-C and-Title IV-A
'`programs and their potential for Vermont:

HZTram14 and others wanted to raise the IV-A guidelines
Ito match FAP, hoping that the $30.00 PAP lee schedule would
'upgrade IV-A: Instead, FAR was adjusted downward to $24.00.

Benningto became the first day zve.center to receive
Title IV,A'fund. in September, 1969. .

1.

Later, the staff arrived at a preliminary figure of
$21:19, using a rate model deVeloped for the Operations plan.
This figure assumed that medical costs would be met by
Medicaid and there would be add -ens for unmet costs, Such as
renovation.
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There was some concern at the local. level that private
homes receiving $24.00 might not want to use part of that
later to .pay for ancillary services when such costs may be
required' by the State.

COMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE (4-C)

With few exceptions, the regional 4-C coMmittees in
Vermont subcontracted with the state to provide FAP and
Title IV-A day care services: This rale of operating
agency 'differed from the original. 4-C concept in which
groups of volunteers were to 4se responsible only as catalysts,
community organizers and policy makers.

In 1970, the Vermont State 4-C Committee drafted guide-,
lines and regulations for the regional 4-4committees which
included these statements ( "nancing:

The Regional 4-C

Oversee and coOrdnate.the disbursement .

of funds to promotL rating efficiency,....

B. Definition of Grantee: The grantee
is the Region4,1 dommunityCoordinated
Child Care (4-C) Covamit(teddin those,
areas where a regional )1-C bommittae
is incorporated and presently under
service contract with the State
Office of Economic Opportunity.
The gran!: period would be for one
year, based on the assumption that
the federal funds would be available'
for that period of time. However;
in the event that federal funds
were not forthcoming, the grant
would be cancelled on a thirty
day notice.

3 The Regional 4-C will establish
an adequate accounting system approved
by State 0E0 with adequate internal
controls to safeguard assets,
check the accuracy and reliability
of accounting data and promote
efficiency of bperationS.

4. In addition, an annual,ndependent
auditof the fiscal records will
be required.
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5. A schedule of payments to be made
to the Conmdttee.

6, The contract may be terminated if a

Federal funds were not forthcoming
for the Yule period of the contract,
failure to.,nlfill the Obligations
of the contract in 6 timely and
proper manner, or .ineffective or
improper'use of the funds provided.

Title IV requires 12 1/2% local matching, other than a.
fee. Parents can donate because fes cannot be.used for
local share. Site money goes monthly with billing forms
to the local-A-C or to a local umbrella group, and is'then
transmitted to the state which matches with 12. 1/2% more.
The firtal 75% is federal matching.

FAP uses the same proCedure,' bu sends only bilLirig forms
and requires no local matching.

Under pressures of pretest timing, Vermont -4HC com-
.

mittees were usually in ex.istence Only 2 to 8 weeks before
receiving their first contract. (SeeFigure 2,Chronology
Chart, p.149 for contract information.)

Apparently, np oVdral,l,adpimistratrie plan was .establish-
ed for contractfhgwith 1A.a-l-organiz4ions.

At the state level, a separate contract was written with '

each subcontractor for each type of funding (seed grant,
direct grant,. FAP,services, FAP planning, Title. IV-A planning,
Title IV-A services) rattier than a single contract. with
multiple clauses, (41e categorical funding syndrome.)

At the.regional 4-C'. level, volunteers attempted to.cope
with administrative, legal, financial and opetational
responsibi./ities, all of which frequently. fell to one or.
tweileaders, who did the best they could.on their own.

So it appears that, one volunteer bookkeeper in etch
4-C became the receiving end 'of all the tophisticated
financial planning without adequate time or technical.

4 assistance to prepare for the important responsibility,,.,

LI
CURRENT STATUS

All things;conscdered, Vermont moved quickly to start a
statewide federal prbgtam from scratih, particularly since
traditional categorical funding procedures were used. Given )1

the pretetht nature' of the project, however, more detailed
plgnning might have been directed toward

and

out fiscal -
policy, budgeting, financial management and accounting.

It may be thatimuchof the confusion over money stemed from
a blurring of these very different thougo closely related
functions.



Chapter 6

Evaluation

In describing and evaluating th, process and 41he
significant factors which impacted on the planning for the
Vermont Model FAP Child Care System, L1CD considered
project's internal evaluation system one of the- most critical

.

factors to assess. This judgment was based on several. premises.

First, evaluatiOn is an integral,essential component
of planning and action in any field of human endeavpr; second,
evaluation is absOlutely,indispensable in the,planning and
p/emehtation of new, innovative or expei-imental programs;

ai third, the :development of an evaluation system requires,
iority emphasis, effort and expertise throughout the life

t a program--especially an experimental pretest such as the
ermont FAT? Chili Care System.

These premises proceed from'a working definition- of
' evaluation as a management tool which gathers dAu regarding
process and product of a program in order to affect decision-
making. In othe17i5ords, evaluation attempts to measure how.
efficiently and-effectively an organizational system moves,
toward its end results and how wall it actually does accomplish
those results.

Considering the state of the art of -e: particu-
2drly in relation to social action programs, the development

air effective evaluation :system is undeniably difficult.
'set, in the awarenesi of that difficulyty lies the urgency
for maje2: er to the task.

Thl the .;:ternal evaluation of the
r,P C ei id Caro Sc'; terms 'of wLat was expecto/i

i! !ifl I170(2.35s .

9 EXPECTATIONS

t:e contractThk....firt h.; primary r .. r h

hoyotiatc,1..bets,..-ecn D1i1,1q and the St.4:0 ;f:t on July 1,
1970. Ar.e:ny tire .four component rep-.r ;: ;ilid assumed by the
State Gf V,::rMOnt wr,..) the development c.f a 7-1,oiel for lay
care under PAP and the expant;,.;an of day-cp.i-c facilities
throughout the State.

Iith respect Co evaluaticn, the contract .speci es that :
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The contractor shall develop internal
evaluation procedures and conduct an on-
going evaluation of tlie demonstration
vroject. :n addition, it is understood
that HEW will subsequently conduct an
independent evaluation of the Vermont
project through contract with an ou,tside
`organization. Specification of the
objectives of the day care demonstration,
the design of the evaruZtion study and
its relationship to evaluation of man-
power and services demonstration will
be developed by HEW, 0E0 and U L. . . .

Under a section of the contract entitled Specific
Child'Care Planning Tasks, it is stated that, among 'other
things, the contractor will be-responsible ,for:.

. . . the Nesign and evaluation of various
child care payment systems and administra
tive procedures for their implementa-
tion . . .

. . . the definition and. evaluation of
techniques for rapid resource development
at the local level includ:ng the devel-
opment of personnel to provide child care
services.

Under the section of the contract entitled Specific
Tasks-To Be Performed in the Expansion of Child Care
Services anc Facilities Throughout the State, it is
stated that the contractor will.be responsible for:

The development of internal evaluation
procedures'for assessing the effectiveness
of the operating programs and, thestate-
wide-staff itself.

.Additional evaluationexpectations were imposed by 0E0
in its agreement with HEW on June 18, 1970, which specified:

Although the contractor will develop
internal evalua'tion'procedures and conduct
an ongoing evaluation of the demonstration
project it is understood that HLW will
subsequently conduct an independent evalu-
aticin Of the Vermont project through con-
tract with anmther organization. Speci-
fication of the objective of the day care
demonstrations, the design of the evaluatiOn
study and its relationship to evaluation
of Manpower and services demonstrationEe.
will be developed by HEW, OLO, and DOL.

9
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Another source of evaluation expectations is found in
the agreement between DREW and LICD under which LICD became
the 'outside organization" selected co conduct an independent
evaluation of the project. A key statement in that agreementis:

Evaluation of quality of care provided will
he the responsibility of the Vermont Task
Force under the existing contract. The
evaluation team (i.e., LICD) will wo.'1: with
the Vermont Task -Force to define quality
child care in terms of program character-
istics and to'prepare forms, questionnaires
and personal visit Schedules needed to
.assess quality in operating programs.

In short, in order to expect an outside contractor to
provide technical.assiktance -in n the development of grogram
quality ind cators (a. fatet of evaluation), there is an
expectation that the Vermont Task Force is develop,ing such
indicators.

1

,

Finally, in addition to contraci.ualrequirements
regarding evaluation,LICD must include in its assessment
of Oe planning process the assumptions discussed in the
beginning of this chapter regarding the role of evaluation
in 'any sound planning exercise, i.e., that evaluation is an
integral essential component of planning which requires
emphasis, effort. fana-expeqise in order to. be effective.

FINDINGS

In terms of the fede?al/state contract between DREW
and the State of Vermont. , the words and references to
evaluation specified in the contracti boil down to one clear
expectation: the development of intkrnal evaluation
procedures for the planning and operation of the FAP Child
Care System. LICD's investigation of Vermont's.internal..
evaluation system shows the following:

Mathematica, Inc. received a subcOntract from the State
of Vermont to assume major responsibility in the planning
process, specifically in regarcLto the gathering of the
data essential to planning. Volume VI of the Mathematita
Ptport, Evaluation and Experimentation in Child Care, ccntains
the Vermont Child Care Operations Plan' a ChapterIII.. The
report includes a chapter on "Measuring- Quality Sn Child 'Care"-
which treats "The Context of Quality" and ''Tepics for
Measurement." Another chapter is. entitled The Evaluation
of Child Care Operations in Vermont," this addresses "General
Considerations in Plans for Evaauation of Child Care,"
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"Evaluat\ng Child Care Services in Connection with Income
Maintenance Programs," "Measures of Goals or Outputs
of Child Care Programs," and "Objective Measures of Inputs
in a Chilc' Care Program."

Th V rmont Operations Plan includes one reference to
evaluat.on which.statesSimply that the Planning Unit is
respons bl for evaluation.

Thiokol hemidal Corporation

0) November 1,-1970, the State OEO Day Caro Operations
Unit e tereq into a $50,000' contract with Thiokol Corporation.
for professiOnal services relating to Faellitiies, Staff
Traid.ng andZvaluation. Regarding evaluation, the contract
spedified thi following:

1

EVALUATION (Procedures)

Delloeva uation procedure that will assure
pment of an operational quality

efficient and effective program operation.
Thee procedures will aid in the.ongoing
internal evaluation or quality control
of day care programs at the operating
level.

The Thiokol contract was completed in March of 1971 and
-their work apparently included some form of fulfillment of
:the specification regarding' eVeluation: Our attemptytu
'obtain the produ.:t of their efforts have been unsuccessful
since there seems to be only one copy of the document
in the Vermont Child Cafe office and no desire to make
additional copies. -CorrespondenCe,in December 1970, from
HEW to Vermont contained a significant comment on theThiokol
evaluation responsibilities.

. . The contract requires Thiokol to
develdp evaluation procedures for the day'
care operatiOns The Working Plan
mentions discussion of "means of developing
an on-going meaningful in-house evaluation
system which will involve internal monitoring
and control" with the State OEO day.care
operations staff: No further mention of this
task it made interms of (a) what the system
is td Measure (b) when it.will4e developed
and .(c) how or when SOEO staff will be trained
to use it.
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in order to complete its contractual responsibility to
provide the State of Vermont withsistance in the:develo7-
ment of program quality indicators, LICD attempted to identify
the status of-this 'evaluation-tesponsibility in the state.
At this point in time, there is a,draft working docuMent
known as 'Program Descriptions" which had been develpped-over
the course of seven or eight months by a child
care planner in theFAP Planning Office. The document is a
fairly comprehensive delineation of necessary/desirable
components of day care whichincludes an evaluatory schemp.
According to itsar-c4itect,. planner Michael J..Wriston, it is
missing twg,aeas: price tags attached to the Components and,
a system of weighting components and subcomponents in terms
of their relative importance.- Wriston saw three Orposes
to the document:

1. to act as a manual.orouidelino to day
dare. 3oards, 4-C committees and others who
don't really know or understand what day
'care is all about or what components it
shou-ld include,

2, to coordinate the perspectives/jargon/
approaches, etc. .of day care evaluators,
trainers and others, into a unified frame
of reference.

3. to identify clearly what componc,nts-
could/should be found:in .day care and to
what extent they are not;

The draft of the Program Descriptions is dated July 28,.
1971, when it was.circulated for review and comment.

In response to our request for a copy of the Thiokol
evaluation w^,ck,

2
IIICD received a letter-from Mr. WristOn .

early in October.egarding the status of the evaluatory
Schema in Vcrmont child cafe. .Ho reported that,. in,terms
of the "program descriptions" tinning into a "full-fledged"
evaluatory instrument, not much 7progresshad been made. From
a mailing to five Head Start-directors./ three OCD training
specialists, the Director of OCD, the Director of Planning
for the Agency of Human Services and the five consultants
Originally involved in the forTiulation. of the "descriptions,"
Wriston received only one substantive critique. As he saw
the situation then, '". . . a refineMent of the descriptions is
the 'best bet' at present considering 'the fact that the OCD
and Thiokol evaluatory instruments are iinsatisfecpory"

At this point, we again. asked to see a copy of'the"
Thiokol work in order to 'analyze it and were told that

,

1,0
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Thiokol had prepared tho.evaluation-piec..2."in isolation".
backin'Arizona. iliuy had bro4bt one copy of the reposrt.
-to Montpelicr and spent''about five minutes on it during
their final Oral presentation. Tom Davis and Dan Holland:
received the book, whiq.apparently Was never used, even
after it was found by Joan Babbott in a closet after she
became oCD director.

!Since we had net yet seen a dopy of the work in time
to assess it for this report, we requested a summary with
comments and,received the following informition in a letter
from Mil:a Wriston.

The Thiokol. evaluation instrument States
that itspurpose is to pake.possible the 1

determination of: (14 'Vie-effectiveness
.6f the day care center's management (2)
the impact of day care services on p--ents
and communities; f3) the effectiveness of
day care center ltaff; and (4) theprogess,
of the child. -7

To meet determination 41 they have a
Piarlag"ement Evaluation Forb" which ,I foe d
to be pretty good, and which'was center/
on identifying some management issues
an,:odemanding9writte.; specifications pf

procedures, roles, restionti-
bi ities, etc.

meet determination # 2 they have a'
"parent Interview Form" which I found. .

interesting and useful in .some ways (e.g.,
how do you like the. day care. your kids
are getting? 'what changes have you ne,tioed?
complaints? suggestions?) but too su...Jective
and limited to really begin to measure "the
impaFt of"day care, services on. paients'alld
commynities."

To meet determination #3 they have a staff
ev4Uation .form, which' uses i '1 te 5 Scale -

(alrAost never, sometimes:often, frequently,
alwas-) to generally assess staff in terms
of use of: creativity, inductive approach,
reinf9rcement techniqdes, informal play,
'effective parent involvement and elegree of
cooper\ation..-AS above,' I find this'.
interesting and somewhatusefuI but- -like.
"all" Of the Thidkol material -its strength
seems t\o be its systematic approach and

I
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its suggested problem-solvin,.;
and its real weakness any substantive,
comprehensive knowledge of c:1i]d
development.

To meet determination they have "iterr-
pools" for 2-yearpld's, 3-year-o]d's',.
4-year-old's and 5-year-old' . , each of
three areas: Social Deve
Delielopment, PhyFiical Dev lopment. The
item-pools consist af,10- U colored index
cards in each 'area" for each age. For
instance, one of the 4- year -ofd's Mental
Development 'index cards reads: Can count
to ten., .One of the 2- year olds iThysical
Development index cards reads: "Turns
pages one by one One of the 3-year-
old's Goal Development index cards reads:
Is cooprative.e! Again, the idea, the

structure, the technique is good but the.
child development 1:nowledge is spotty, .not
comprehensive (although quite good ,in
places), Another related obseriation here
is that the Social Development items seem
to come-down pretty hard on the side of
conformity (as in good h,anners, obedience,
etc.).*

Also. to meet determination #4 they include
a PAgress Assessment Form" on
which'the evaluator can write down the items
(as above), evaluate performance (Acceptable,
Partially Acceptable, Unacceptable) and
suggest -a Reeommended Action.

To footnbte my plaintive cry above, this
-reporter cannot assess what sort of (child
development) expertise Thiokol had todraw
upcin at home base but will comment that
what we got in Vermont was pretty disap-
pointipg; which may help to explain why
little or none of the Thiokol materials
seems to take the.Vprmont experience or
situation into account.

It is impossible for us to judge the value of Thiokol's
work in evaluation procedures since we haven't seen'the
document. We know that it was judged "unsatisfactory" by
nya ny staff people at the state level. What is unclear,
ow ver, is when the judgment was made--at the same time it was

eK,
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submitted? At the time LICD asked for the document?
If it was maue at time it vlis submitted, '.bat is the
responsibility of the contractor in seeing to a prober
and satisfactory fulfillment of t.le terms of a contract?

Mr. Wriston repeatedly referred to his "Program .Duscrip-
tfons' .1s .a draft working document and obviously made ''fforts
to move it beyond that statuspy'soliciting the help of others
in the field. It seems unfortunate that such help wasn't
forthcoming becabse the document has serious problems aside
from the absence of cost and weighting factors.

First of all, we do not believe that'the same document
cat9 serve all of 'the purposes outlined for it. Guidelines
for-,..setting up new day care and guidelines for currently
running dayeare operations cannot be usefully cpbined
in one evaluatory instrument. As a guidelines document, it
seems adequate and possibly overdone in the comprehensiveness
of its considerations- Hdwever, while standards are provided
in specific terms for some considerations (e.g., amount of
space necessary for various activities) the document on the .

whole suffers from lack of.specificity orstandard setting by
using vague and unmeasurable terms, (e.g., in regard to
equipment, "is there enough?").

As .7iri,evaluatory instrument it is deficient since'the
scale which is used (p.rovisional, acceptable, satisfactory,
commendable) is not clear. 'For example, what is the distinction.
between acceptable and satisfactory? What are the criteria for
the application of each item on the scale? In addition, the
scales don't always apply to the descriptions of items to be
considered. For example, under the heading of Safety, the
item "Fire Marshall" is followed by the rating'scale. Is the
evaluator being asked to rate . the fire marshal, his wor): or
his findings?

As the only piece of work in-hand regarding/program
quality indicators, the document' has promise:.: However, it
needs more developmental expertise to be made useful. Before
that happens, however, a decision must be made about the 1
document's potential and authority must be exercised to place'
responsibility and accountability for internal. evaluation
upon the shoulders of a few more people besides hard-wdrking
Mike Wriston.

Mathematica, Inc:

If the Vermont staff was relying upon Ilathematica, Inc.,
to provide guidance in deVeloping an evaluation system, tile
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product of their work showssi.ch to be completely
misplaced .or miscalcula'ted. In addressing itself to "!:eas'urino

ali ty in Child Care' and to "The Evaluation of Child Care
operations in Vermont," flathymatica does a much, better job of
stating the problems involved in evaluation titan it does in
suggestiny any methods of dealing 'with those problems. The
entire discussion of evaluation is devoted to general
principles and of what we (tall well-known things to look at,
Meastire, monitor or record in an evaluation system. There

. are no specific howrto's offered. The following excerpts
from. the report are illustrative:

The discussion of goals of child care
programs can be usefully divided into the
f.our types of benefactors frog the program:
the children served, thy pareats of the
children, the personnel hire to staff the
program, and the4,community as -a whole. No
attempt wdll be made to place any dollar.,
Lgure on the measures of benefits. The
first task is,to measure the benefits.
directly in their own terms, and this
task is. hard enough.

A. Children

The main direct beneficiaries of child
care programs should he the- children them-
selves. We shoi4d hope that they, might
develop physically, mentally and socially,
and, not the least of objectives, that they

)uld enjoy themselves. It should be noted,
however, that not all of these benefits are
easily measured and that some of the benefits
(for example, health benefits, such as
nutrition) will not necessarily show upvin
a short period of time as may be involved in
the evaluation. tither benefits, such as some
measures of cognitive improvement may show
up in a short period of t me but may also be
subject to a "fade-out" over a long duration.'

There is a considerable body of material
on tests for cognitive, psychological, and
social development of young children in
Settings such as Head Start programs. Not
all of these tests have been validated, and
not 4.1- would apply to the child are programs
operating in Vermont. Nevertheless, a small
investmentlin a search of, the existing test
instruments should prove fruitful for getting
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a rirasp on evaluating this impv-tant,
objective. . . .

There is a standard set of question-
naireS that attempt to measure the parent's
views of their children's reaet.ion. and
responses to the program.' The children can
be asked variations of the questions on
whether they, like the program,. what they
like about: the program, dislike, etF.

Finally, some careful interpretation
of behavioral response to the program
(absenteeism, drop-outs,,digruptions,'
illnesses, and so on) may yield useful
indicatoxiathat, at minimum, may serve as

" guides or becks on other measures .

In most or all cases of testing or,
other measuring efforts, there are tlive
types pf comparisons that may be made:
before and after measures,:imeasures among
Child care programs and measures between
child care programs and situations 'in which
there is no program. As in all types of
evaluation discussed in this section, the
purpc.::e will be to relate the measures of
performanceC-to measures of program, input
(or to the dif-ferent types of.programs.)
The questions posed are: do the programs
have any effect on-these types of perform-
ance 'objectives? that types of program

_variations affect what types of perform
x' anCe .a:x1 for what type of child?

CURRENT STATUS

In ;a report to 'HEW on January 22, 1971, the Vermont
Planning St'aff described internal evaluation procedure's as
consisting of formal!wri-tten reports and oral briefings to
HEW, and weekly staff coordination and review sessions. The
is also a reference to Operations Staff and Thiokol "materials."
Nevertheless, we found no evidence of a planned internal
evaluation system in any stage of d6velopment.

The Vermont. Model FAP Child Care Project! was 16 n ths
old in 0ctober4, 1971. As of August, 1971, there were 424
PAP.children enrolled. in day care. As of October; 1971, there
were 27 staff people at the state level directly im...olved in

planning and operation of the project, and approximately
45 federal staff froth 10 agencies and interageYity committees,
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to

directly involved in the project. ice found the multiplicity
of perceptions regarding the progres of =-the' Vermont Model
sometimes conflicting, often developed from a limited vantage
point of vested interest, and almost 'always based on "available"
1.0formation collected randomly.

From our investigation and review of contracts,-agreements,
memoranda, correspondence, working ,documents,. and (public and
personal)-files, it is evident that much of tile dat3 which
ought to contribute to evaluation of the project probably exists;
albeit scattered and incomNete. It -.seems clear that the
systematic internal evaluation process required for decision-
making relative to the child care 'component and to the devel-
opment of national policy.got lost somewhere betwgen the
cracks which nave afflicted the project and are discussed
elsewhere in this report: e.g., org,inizaconal structure of
the !oject; time pressures.; conflicts in relationships between
planning and operating units; the nature of federal-monitoring,
etc.

. Thus, we found that evaluation, despite the pretest nature
'of the project, suffered "benign neg4ct" in the development of
an innovative and experimental program with ser ous national
implications.

v..

This LICDcontract t evaluate the Verm,-nt Model PAP
Child Care System is a cgitimate pa/t of te overall need to
evaluate significant p ograms but it should be complemental.
and supplementary to A internal evaluation system. We do
not believe that it i enough for the federal government_ to
charge a contractor wi h responsiblh.iLy for the development
of internal. evaluation irocedure,s by. simply adding the word
-"evaluate" everytime U16 words "design" and "develop" are
used in specifying tasks to be accomplished. The significance
of the process is lost jar= (love, honor and
obey; shake, rattle..an roll; snap, crackle nd pop; design,
develop and evaluate!) ConSidering thC' undeveloped state of
the art of evaluation and the scarcity of "know -how" inthe
field, it would be wise for anyone.reguesting intern4
evaluation of a project to provide more .specific and perhaps
even more modest expectations of evaluation and then, to negotiate

V an agreed -upon, set of criteria which would spell out progress
by objectives. Whatever expectations and criteria are finally,
developed must then beCome check-points, conditions or hurdles
built into the monitoring process at regular and significant
intervals.

If the evaluation'data't0 support a decision about to be
made is missing too plan for gathering data about the
uffacts of that decision is not specified: STOP and do.it!
should be the attitude of any program manager, monitor, or '4

r

24_
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overseer. Until such "hard used" approaches are taken which
signify a commitment rather han a tribute to the notion of.
evaluation, the engineers of 'Nocial action programs will
continue to be p::otected from the discipline and accnqntability
long overdue in.programs which\4ffect the lives,and well-being
of people. A natural concomitan\ .of spiritual commitment to
evaluation material alloca ion of money and talent in
proportiK*15 the e.pectations of L/aluation. For without_ an
accurate ass of program effectiveness, there can be.

'Nno valid' program decisions.
.

Figure 2

Planning Chronology Chrt

The planning chronology chart that follows includes events,
activities and decisions whiCh appeared to influence, directly
or indirectly, the Vermont FAP child care pretest. The chart.
was develope6 to answer some of the questions asked repeatedly
during our investigation of the plahning process.

4.
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Volume II

Tie Oper.lting System

Introduction

II

The Vermont Model PAP child care service system was.epecfed
to h*come a preliminary state implementation model when the Family
Assistance Plan became law. In conception, it was to'impleient a
model PAP child care plan. However, as described at length n .

Chapter 1 of Volume II, Vermont's Operations Plan was noX
plan for a service delivery syteM except as it specified PAP
eligibility requirements and financial controls. The Plan seemed
to ,a:-.-me=iat, having made money available within boundaries and
c ohi rEiints,. apply and demand factors would permit a delivery
;,Y.:t6'!:hap,en." Nevertheless, when the PAP pretest brought
4ateWidefimoney and attention to Vermont's day care needs, PAP .

-eselirces,becam the basis for organizing and operating a state-
.

100 clay,_ca.rystem which generated new needs for policy and
p-oceduT :11.0 der to function.

-"Jenman field data was obtained from personal interviews with
thirty one state employees, thirteen 4-C leaders, fifty two day
care site operators, fifty five day care site staff, twenty one
members at site governing boards and eighty eight parents. Al
eight 4-C organizations and a stratified sample of fifty day J.-1.a-roH.

_ sites were surveed ancl'ail.of the two hundred sixty person'e,:
interviewed were direcfly involved in statewide day care(ep'erations..
All findings have been correlated and appear with conclusions and
recommendations in the Executive Summary.

The chapters which follow were orgar ized around the
elements of the service delivery system. Chapter 1, The Operations
Plan: A Critique, analyses the basic planning document as an
instrument for administrative implementation. Chapter 2, People,
describes who they were, what.thby did and how they interacted 'as -

the most important el&ment of the system. Chapter 3,,Moncv, pro-
vides a SUMMry and analysis of the pretest's findingp,re fiscal
management. Chapter 4, :Controls, presents a detailed' description
of all of the system's requirements and regulations, cOMpliance
procedures and consequences. These included the Federal Inter-
agency Day. Care Requirements, the state's licensing sy6tem and
PAP pretest requirements. Chapter 5, Community Coordinated Child
Care (4-C), describes the original A4-c_ concept and how.itwas
enlarged to accommodate the use of Area 47C Committees as'the
state's local ad4inistrative mechanism. - `Chapter 6, Supportive
Resources, assesses the utilization of three ancillary services,
health, tranr(portation and food and Ole'-extent to which.day care-
related commnity organizations or programs Core involved in the
FAP day,care operating system. Chapter 7, InZormation, analyti-
cally'describes the strengths and weaknesses,of-Vermont's,informa-
tion processes and the impact:of this important element on the
total sstem. Chapter 8, Decisionsi, describes and evaluates
the system's decision-making pro.::Os!ses am4-0e-extent to
whidi'various levels of the systomiwelne involved in decisions.
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Chapter

The Operatims P A Critique.

A. Summary of. Findings

The Vermont FAP clay care pretest included the development of an
c-,erationa4 plan tp,serv.p as the blueprint for the delivery
of statewide FAP care services. Implicit in the HEW-Vermont /
contract was the expectation that such a'plan,once tested
and de-bugged,.could become a model state plan undertnational
PAP policy..

Written by the Vermorst. FAP Planning staff, with some input
and assistance from Mathematica staff, the Operatiors Plan
became Chapter 3 in'Volume VI of the Mathematica Report, 11/

After Vermont submitted its first draft Plan to HEW in
October, 1970, meetings were held and a series Wmemoranda
between Washington. and Vermont FAP staff Were exchanged.
Th-ese documents contain the written dialogue which shaped
the content of the Operations Plan. IL seems evident, then that
the Plan was carefully and cooperatively constructed by
federal and .state FAP planners since it includes verbatim
statements from Washington PAP staff and sets forth thc
ment on criteria and systems for PAP day care
referral, fees and payments. Although there was no formal
writteki.:approval of the Operations Plan as required in the
HEW-Vermont contract, numerous memoranda from HEW appear,to
reflect acceptance of it as a proposal. .

The Plan's introductory remarks state that it presents
"purposes and lasis for preliminary rules and regulations ".

. The reader 1ndeed,comes away identifying it as a proposal for
1 an operations plan rather than a'system to implement operations.

for day care services. The ambiguity in terms and writing
style is confusing to a Teader who expects an "operational
plan" to set forth general and specific criteria, directives
and procedures for actual "operations".

1/ FAP Planning Pacers, Chapter 3, The Operations Plan,.
'Volume VI, VerrpOnt PAP Planning Unit and Mathematica, Inee.
March, 1971
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The final paragraph on page 78 Confirms the misnomer of
this chapter as an "Operations Plan." Clearly, the writers are
addressing a Washington DHEW proposal reviewer: "...pol.icies
fare] herein established [,from which] detailed operational
guidelines based on this Plan ill'be -issued. to local 4-C
committees, and [to] all chil- care agencies and individuals
interests in participating in a FAP child care program."
The Plan ouldmOre accurately have peen titled: "Draft Cor,.
Proposed Policies. for-Establishing Operational Guidelines."
Its most effective use,.then,-coullil have been as an outline
from which a detailed system could have been develoOed. This
system's output might then have. correctly been, titled "detailed
operational guidelines." It might then have sati,sfied the final
objective, as stated: "circulation to4ndividnals interested
in partiCipating.in a FAP Child Care Program

In its present form, the Plan could be titled Iper.atio al
recommendations for determining eligibility, referral and
placement methods, and fee/cost'systems of FAP child day cart
services. This would more aco4;*ely identifF its boundari s
As the Operations Plan appears now, 'it.wOuld be extremely
difficult for someone to determine how and whatAconditi)ns
a program would operate pnce- families are declared
ripferrals.complete'd, and children placed in a structure hous nq
a day care program.

There were three criteria considered in evaluating the
/viability of the Vermont Operations Plan:

1. To what extent doe's it .expresS a systematic
process for organizing. and operating FAP
'day care service programs on a st tevhde.

/
basis?

2. To what extent does it reflect compliance
with Federal Inter-agency Day-Care-Regthrements
pursuant to Sec. 522 (ll) EbA, 1968?

3. To what extendbes it reflect compliance
with the contractual agreement betWeen e

DHEW and the State of Vermont to develop
an Operation's Plan? °

Each of these criteria will be examined in turn:

a
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A
Provision of a Systems Design for

Statewide Day Card Service

The Operations Plan is the federally approved documant
containing policies and procedureS for delivering statewide
PAP day care servrcesin Vermont. As such,.the plan should
contain a delivery systeM reflecting federal, state and local
policies, procedures and regulations and should be structured
to meet special FAP needs unique to the state. It should
also provide flexibility through information and evaluation .

systems so that on-going change can be made in terms of both
iMmediate and'iOng-range decisions.

In its report on the planning process, we. identified
'foUr componerits of a planning design which apply equally well
to bob' planning and operations: ,

(a) Clearly state and agreed upon
expectation (outputs).

Systems to obtain, 'elect, store_
and use data for decision-making.

(c) Systems for the development and
'Implementation of FAP policies, and
procedures to ensure

1.. methodical programming
2. criteria agreed for

deo.isions
3. an appropriate administrative

framework to accomplish FAP
qpals.

(d) A comprehensiVe decisiOn-making system.
which integrates planning, operations
(organization and management) and
evaluation (program effectivenegs
assessment) as interdependent
organizatidnal elements, rather than
separating them into sequentially-
discrete activities.

1/ See p. 21.
A-

et
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First, our evaluation has been somewhat hampered by the
manner-in which the Operations Plan is presented. We are by
no means assessing literary or editorial skills but the usability'
of information in any plan can be measured only by the extent to
which the reader can follow a logical series of thoughts and
put them into action. In this respect, the Operations Plan.
does not develop a tight, well-organized prescriptive ordering
of evcInts,covering the sequence from a decision to implement
a day care program through to actual delivery. The authors
ramble, and the reader is not-aided by a format that presents
topical transitions. There are ofro typed headings, as one
Would expect,in a-formal planning design. There is, however,
a spotty (ie.inconsistent) attempt made to be systematic

-1 (a) in presenting the justifiCation
(and assumptions) for each operational
category;

(b) in defining what is to be done;

(c) in defining how to carry out
recommended actions;

(d) in indicating intent to gather
baseline ("benchmark") data for
later evaluation; and

(e) in defining.terms (e.g., "necessary,"
"appropriate ") referting to certain
conditions.

However, if the purpose of an operations. plan is s

potential for implementation, there are a number of di.!ficulties
which a 4-C member, day care operator), or other readerAvould
have in translating the Plan into action. One of the basic
problems- is' that there is no clear-cut nomination of cwho
is responsible for what program component(s) to assure that
the parts of the plan will function, either separately Or
as a total service unit. This is aggravated by inconsistency: .
for example, in defining the level and type of responsibility-
an agency may have for managing part(s) of the Operations Plan.
In addition, there is the alieady noted difficulty in,
identifyingcwho will be its user (reader). Is it. a Day Care
Operator, the OCD, FAP Planning and/or the ...Operations .Staff
or DHEW? One comes away'feeling that the reader is reviewing
a grant proposals not a manual on howe-to put a day care system .
into operation.

The wrap-up paragraph in`"the Operations .Plan supports the
observation that we are not dealing with a dociient which
established'a system for use in developing and operating a
day care center, but rather with a proposal from which, guide-
lines can be generated:
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It is expected that. follqWing DREW conunents
and agreements as to the policies herein
esttblished, detailed oov-ational guide-
lines based on this Plan will-he issued
to local 4-C committees and all child care
agencies and individuals interested an
partiaj_pating in the FAP Child Care
Progr7h.li

Introductbry remarks state that the Plan includes

fer
"...issues.and [the) alternati% -s which can be varied within
Vermont without serious comm u ty or political ramificaticns...±/
"Yet the attention given to -hese factors in the Operations Plan'
are limited to suggesting alternative cnild care delivery
system options: Throughout' the Plan there appear's.to be an
unstated, underlying,assuitiption that criteria on eligibility.
referral, placement, fees and payment wil' somehow,assr, that
the right:.pieces will come together in support of quality child
care Objectives with an appropriate system to meet them.

The Plan does cover in considerable, detail methods for
determining FAP eligibility,,referral and placement 'of
eligible children, and how to establi'sh fees and cat-offs.
It does not tell how to

v

(a) organize, administer and operate
daily activities.,

(b) organize and implement staffing,
patterns (other than recommended
staff child. ratio),

(c) conduct community involvement and.
parent participation activiftie.c,

(d) develop and utilize an information
system,

develop and utilize necessary support
services,

(f) monitor and evaluate program quality,

Throughbut, operational details primarily focus on referral,
eligibility and fee systems with little or' no attention to the
content or the nature, of day care service's.

1/ Ob. Cit., Chapter 3, p. 78

2/ p. 23

to,
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Th,-, vdcific recommendations in the Operatiowl. Plan (on
.;toff-child ratios, budget, etc.) arc nc't supported by arty
b:oliographic or other documented materials. There is,
hoWever, an elaborate description of how to determine, fees,
with justification for outcome statements. Effectiveness,-
as presented, is measured in guantitative'terms: dollars
and numbers representing people and places. Here too, back-up
sources to support statements are absent.

4_
-----,.B of the Operations Plan conce7ns the FY.& D-.\

3f
1.3rlingtoh-Morrisville Project, included as ari examile-:'(Df:a
'1./ork,:lble scheme for localities where there are spqc'ficq.uppo,Ft
agencies. Items covered in this E & D Project ar.a refeti'al)s,
c.ligibility, placements and withdrawals. It is the lies.
systematic p'resentation in the entire Operations Plan, and it
illustrtes the greatest-deficiencies of the plan: No specifics
on how to make the pieces work--i.e.how to achieve inter- agency
c'Ipport and what'happens when ch,!i.ldren enter the door. /

An overall impression of ambiguity Oervbdes the Plan
N because of reader uncertainty as to what the Plan is supposed

tc accomplish. If ts objective is "to present alternative
there are many interesting recbmmendations in

"Child .Care:Delivery System Options". Indeed., several of the
alternatives 'have materialized p. 76; enrichment center,
University of Vermont); and others considered and rejected
(e.g.,. valcher pacyment systems, p. 7617 However,.if the
objective is. to identify methods. -for use and evaluatioh of an
operational systeM..to.deliver FAP-child care, it falls short.

The ambiguity is also fostered, as already noted,Thy the
rjan's.tit'le and introductory remarksin contrast to its
concluding paragrz-phs. In addition the reader is consistently
Ore,ented with conflicting directions: "this will. be..\this
could be." Yet, the child care.. operations Plan was designated
1.6-51-2 the blueprint of the Vermont Model FAP Child Care Service
System. it was'also intended to sbrve as a state model for
national implementation of FAP. TO test its validity, the
prete.Ft was structured over a 12-18 month operating period fot
"d,mbuging"and evaluation in7the context of lational policy.
The Operations Plan dons not appear.to meet these goals.

2. Comolianee-with Fo2deral Interagency
131, Care Pequrrmer

Day care programs which receive federa:1 funding are required
to comply .with the Federal Inte;:agency Day Care Ro.guirements.,1/
The Vermont Operatiol'IS Plan.does ,sot provide a system to meet
the. requirement imi:esed in tL(2 FIADCR nor j.s there an'attempt
to relate the Ilan Lo or differences bLtwoc:1 it and FID:2R.

4

17-Federal-InterE!gencv Day Care, Requirements, pursuant to
Sec. 522 011 of the 1::conow_ Opportunity, Act as approved
September 23, 1968 1:y DHEW/OE0/DOL.
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By way of illustration, we have reproduced,'side.by side, .

'the table o.f contents of each doci ment for comparison and
contrast-.1/

The major areas in which one may correlate the Tlan's
degree of compliance with FIADCR are administrative- management
as they-relate'to referr,.1s, eligibility and standards. There
is no indi6ation in the Plan of the extent to which it complies
with or differs from FIADCR. 4,

The Plan also lacks specificity in stating requirements. s.

In general, it provides little or no guidance to assess whethel.
and to wIrat extent a program is complying with federal, state
or local regulations: The Operations Plan does follow the
FIADCR to the extent ghat its facilities are typed to match
the federal regulations. The Plan is also>highly specifi
as to child/adulf ratios. However, its recommendation for
determining base; rates for a child day care center in Vermont
is figured on 22z27 children with a staff/child ratio of 1:6
(p. 55-56). An adjustment formula is also presented. These
figures differ slightly from those recommended in FIADCR,,
(p. 6-7) but the Operations Plan presents no rationa04
the difference. *Note is made that FAP licensing regaUgilins
will probably .supersede "other existing regulations" buY
until further notice Vermont regulation are to be applied
to day care service operations. (p. 50)

-The Operations Plan refers to "protectivein-home care"
as not subject to licensing. No such facility is named in the
FIADCR which included only three types of facilities, family
day care home, group day care home and day care, center, all of
which must be licensed or ",..meet the standards of licensing
applicable in the state".

-The Requirements specify that the state must'assure
that acceptablestandards be developed. The Operational Plan
specifies that attempts will be made to develop. ancillary
services for the unlicensed "protective in-hpme care"
facilities (e.g., health, nutrition, transportation), but
no system to meet this goal is defined. The Plan contains no
specifics regarding environmental standards nor educational -

services as required in ne FIADCR.3/ The VerMont Operational
Plan, however, does come close to meeting FIADCR requirements.
for social services ,TS they relate!to eligiAlity, referral,
placement and counseling. , However, the Operational elan format
does not provide a, systematic way for identifying and.working
with and through such services (i.e., people, places, things).
Ancillary services to be developed in Vermont are named in the

1/ figure 3, p. 169.

2/ Op-.. Cit.', pp. 11, 15

3/ Op. Cit.,pp. 7, 9.

5
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Coml)arisyn o!:"Tables.of Contents:
IflADCR anti Operations Q1.71'::

.

Federal InterageneyDlyCl.re.1
Requirements

Table of Contents:

Preface,

Definitions

Introdiation

Comprehensive and Coordinated
Services

I. Day Care facilities

II. Environmental Standards

III. 'Educational Services

IV.. Social Services

V. Health and Nutrition
Services

Trainingof,StaffVI.

VII. Parent Involvement

VIII. Administration and
Coordination'

IX. Evaluation

-!

Vermont Operations
Plan

Table of Contents:

a

Purposeand. Basis for
Preliminary Rules and
Regulations

Eligibility for Se 'rvices
Categories of Families
Conditions of Eligibility
Periods of Eligibility

Exclusion of Child Cdre
Costs from Income
Fee Charges for Chiid Care
Services

Child Care Fees
Policies
Ipstructions
Fee Schedule
Tables .

.

Payments'for Child Care
Services

Pu'rchase of Services '

Start-U 1 Grant's

0

Seed Grants
Types of Child care Services'
Provided

Costs ofChi_i_d*Care Servites
FAP Child Care
Rate Structure

Child Care Delivery System
.014:ons
Appendix A--Excerpts--:

' Proposed FAP Child Care'
Regulations

Appendix B-'Child Care
Operations
Burlington-Morrisville
Experimental Demonstration,
Project'
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Plan; but tbt system for provision,is Lodetailed. On the other,
hapd, FIADCR' states, for example, the procesSforhoalth and
nutritional services and parent ihvolvement.1/

I L. I;

,

Administration and coordination in the Vermont Op.ratijonal
'Plan ara.jeint functions of' the State 47g, PAP Planning
and Operations Staff; The specificity in PvIADER.is nc,t, met in 0

the Vermont Pldh, except'. for idenifyinT4 situations under
.

which grievanceS,may be heard by the 4-C committees.

It may be that the designers of the Vermont 1-,,:ctest
intended to_append FfADCR with the Operations Plan to cover
specific issuesor to clarify deviations in /ermont. They may
haveassumed that day care program operators and administering
Elgenees wouldUse FIADCR concurrently with the OpernicKs
Plan. However, there is no information' to substantiate 'e4there
of these.asslimptions. -sz

3. .Compliance with Vermo -DHEW contract

Theoretically, an Operations Plan', is an output of /4

diagnosis, analysis and planning process d'ecisi6ns. Any
diffused objec,Eimes, expectations and methodology. occurring
in the Planning chase are reflectiveidably in the operational
system. As analysis of the Planning Process revealed,, there
was lack of agreement'on the objective of Ole:Verthent PAP'
Child Care Pretest among staff at all levels.' They
issue of disagreement centered.on custodial versus developmenta
-child care,an,issue which has not yet been rsol ed. Sihce
planning and operations occurred simultaneous y in Vermont, A

it is not too surprising that the'Operations, Plan skirts the.
issue and presents no criteria,by which-eithar concept in.
child care services output maybe ddministered, organized,'
managed and evaluated.. There is), evidently,. a great, deal of
reality behind the Vermont. Operations Staff erceptiOn that .'

FAP.Planning Staff was not planning for -Chi]. e ren.bUt for a
PAP money 'management system:

ti

T.hseobqervations are relevant in assessing to what ..

eXtent_the Operations.Plan meets DHEW expectations as dqfined--
by the specific child care tasks tr-be performed by the Vermont
Program-Contractor.'.

',ForlOwing is a tabled recording of the extent to which. the.
Operations Plan meets excerpted specifications of ,the Vermont
DHFW contract'.

e
'

4)p. cit.,pp.: 13,J1?

`t

_
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t
s
 
T
i
t
l
e

I
V
 
a
n
d
 
i
i
c
e
r
i
S
n
g
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
u
n
t
i
l

s
u
c
h
 
t
i
m
e

s
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
c
a
n
 
b
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
i
n

0
E
0
-
a
n
d
 
*
7
-
C

o
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 
a
s
s
u
m
e
 
s
u
c
h

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
;

T
h
e
 
t
r
a
n
s
f
e
r
,
 
s
h
a
l
l
 
o
c
c
u
r
,

n
o
 
l
a
t
e
.
 
t
h
a
n
 
S
 
p
t
e
m
b
e
r
 
1
,
 
1
9
7
0
.
"

"
(
I
I
)

O
u
t
l
i
n
e
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
z
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
c
a
f
f
i
n
g
-

.
r
e
g
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
P
A
P
'
 
d
a
y
,
 
c
a
r
e
 
'
c
o
m
p
o
-

n
e
n
t
.
 
"

"
(
8
)

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
'
 
o
f
 
a
i
l
_
t
e
r
n
a
d
i
v
e

h
e
d
-

u
l
e
a
 
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
i
n
g
 
t
h
e

.s
ha

re
 ,c

,1
1'

:<
1.

,-
K

;.'
;-

6a
re

.

c
o
s
t
 
t
o
 
b
e

b
y

a
t

g
i
v
e
n

i
n
c
o
m
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
.
.
 
S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
'
s
 
J
:
 
e
s
p
i
e
d
 
.
s
h
o
u
l
d

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
.
a
t
 
l
e
a
s
t
'
 
o
n
e

?
:
t
r
o
d
i
,
i
C
o
s
 
i
n
t
o

t
h
e
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 
o
f

a 
4p

ar
en

t
b
e
s
t
 
a

oe

Y
e
s
,
 
b
u
t
 
n
o
 
'
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
 
t
o
 
m
o
n
i
i
_
o
r

n
e
e
d
 
o
r
 
t
o
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
g
e
n
e
s
i
s
 
a
n
d

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
d
e
l
i
v
e
r
y
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

E
v
i
d
e
n
t
l
y
 
s
o
m
e
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
 
w
a
s
 
a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
e
d

s
i
n
c
e
 
V
e
r
m
o
n
t
 
D
a
y
 
C
a
r
e
 
L
i
c
e
n
s
i
n
g
 
R
e
g
u
l
a
-

t
i
o
n
s
 
a
r
e
 
r
e
f
e
r
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
i
n
.
t
h
e
 
P
l
a
n
 
a
s

a
p
p
l
y
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
D
a
y
 
C
a
r
e
 
o
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
3
-
0
 
F
o
r

p
r
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
(
p
.

5
0
)
 
.

'
A
)

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
.
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
.

I
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
,
 
b
u
t
 
n
o
 
j
u
s
t
i
f
i
,
t
i
o
n
 
f
r

a
s
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
m
a
d
e
.

P
a
r

l
e
l
s
 
F
I
D
C
P
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
:
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
m
o
s
t
 
p
a
r
t
.

A
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
e
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
s
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
,
 
b
u
t

)

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
:
o
.
n
.
-
s
y
s
t
e
M
 
d
e
f
i
n
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
e
s
t

-
e
e

o
f
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
,
-
t
h
o
u
g
h

n
t
.
 
,
-
r
i
t
e
r
t
a

f
o
r
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
 
d
o



J

r

'

'
O
p
e
e
a
t
i
o
t
w
-
P
l
a
n
 
C
o
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
H
E
W
/
V
e
'
L
t
h
o
t
 
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
(
C
o
n
t
'
d
.
)

r
,t

V
e
r
m
o
n
t
 
D
R
E
W
 
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
T
a
s
k

C
o
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
i
n
 
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
P
l
a
n

r
.

-
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
A
l
_
l
y
 
l
b
w
 
c
,
p
g
e
 
e
a
r
n
e
r
 
o
r
 
w
h
o
 
h
A
s
 
a

l
a
r
g
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 
f
u
l
l

c
o
r
s
i
d
e
n
A
l
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
s
t
.
 
o
f
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e
-

w
h
i
c
h
,
t
h
e
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 
'
t
o
 
w
o
r
K
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
s
.
_
 
A
t
-
'

t
h
e
,
s
"
A
m
e
 
t
i
m
e
 
t
h
e
'
 
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
s
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
n
o
t

,
i
m
f
l
o
s
e
.
e
x
c
e
s
s
i
v
e
 
d
i
s
a
t
E
a
c
h
m
e
n
t
.

S
c
h
e
d
-

u
l
e
s
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
t
e
s
t
e
d
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
a
l
s
o
 
r
e
f
l
e
c
t

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
.
q
u
a
I
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
s
o
 
a
s
 
t
o
 
e
n
c
o
u
e
b
i
l
e
 
u
t
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
l
e
s
s
 
e
x
p
e
n
s
i
v
e
 
f
o
r
m
s
.
 
o
f
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
t
h
u
s

b
6
t
h
 
m
i
n
i
t
h
i
z
i
n
g
 
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
c
o
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
-

v
i
d
4
1
9
 
a
 
n
a
t
u
r
a
L
r
a
t
i
o
n
i
n
g
 
m
e
c
h
a
n
i
s
m

f
o
r
4
t
k
i
c
a
r
c
e
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
s
 
t
o
 
p
e
:
-

t
e
s
t
e
d
 
s
h
a
l
l
 
b
e
 
j
o
i
n
t
l
y
 
a
g
r
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

S
t
a
t
e
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
D
R
E
W
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
.
 
q
f
f
i
c
e
r
.
"

"
(
9
)

D
e
s
i
g
n
 
a
n
d
,
e
v
a
l
u
a
L
o
n
 
o
f
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s

c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e
,
p
a
y
m
e
n
t
 
5
,
,
s
t
e
m
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
d
m
i
n
-

i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
i
m
p
l
e
-

m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

A
l
t
e
r
n
a
-
t
i
v
e
S
 
f
o
r
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,
.
w
i
.
l
i

in
cl

ud
e:

(
a
)
 
v
o
u
c
h
e
r
s
 
t
o
 
i
n
d
i
-
,
-
i
d
u
a
l
s
,

(
b
)
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
e
x
c
l
t
i
p
l
o
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
(
c
)
 
d
i
r
e
c
t

c
o
n
t
r
a
l
i
s
_
w
i
t
f
-
v
t
h
6
 
c
i
,
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
r
s
.

T
h
e
 
p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
d
e
s
i
n
i
n
g
 
p
a
y
m
e
n
t

s
y
s
t
e
m
s
 
w
 
r
i
c
h
 
w
o
u
i
d
 
e
n
c
o
n
r
a
g
e
,
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h

.
m
o
n
e
t
a
r
y
 
t
e
w
i
t
e
d
s
,
,
,
d
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
a
n
d

U
r
i
n
e
d
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
-
w
i
l
l
 
6
,
1
p
 
b
e
 
e
x
p
l
o
r
e
d
.

S
y
s
t
e
m
s
,
t
o
 
t
o
 
t
e
s
t
e
d
 
:
'
h
a
l
l
 
b
e
 
j
o
i
n
t
l
y

a
g
r
e
e
d
 
t
o

w
 
t
l
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
,
,
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
D
H
E
W
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
-

O
f
f
i
c
e
r
.
"

'

r
1

P"

1'

fr

P
a
y
m
e
n
t
i
.
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
 
a
n
d
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
m
e
t
h
e
d
s

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
P
l
a
n
,
 
b
u
t
 
n
o
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
y
s
t
e
m

t
o
 
t
e
s
t
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
f
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
.

V
o
u
c
h
e
r
 
s
y
s
t
e
m

w
a
i
v
e
d
 
a
t
 
D
E
E
W
 
r
e
q
u
e
s
t
,
 
a
l
t
h
o
u
g
h
 
P
l
a
n

s
t
a
t
e
s
 
i
t
s
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
.

11
1



S

O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
P
l
a
n
 
C
o
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
H
E
W
V
e
r
m
o
n
t

7
e
r
m
o
n
t
/
D
H
E
W
 
'
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
T
a
s
k

O

"
(
3
)

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
a
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
 
r
e
-

g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
-
a
n
d
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
r
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
1
0
0
%
 
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
m
o
n
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
'
d
a
y

c
a
r
e
 
(
F
A
P
)
 
w
i
t
h
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
m
o
n
i
e
s

r
e
q
u
i
r
i
n
g
 
I
p
e
a
l
 
c
a
s
h
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
-
k
i
n
d
 
c
o
m
-

m
i
t
m
e
n
t
 
(
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
V
)
.

T
h
i
s
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
 
a
n
d

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
,
 
f
o
-
r
-
i
t
s
 
u
s
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
o
f
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
-

.
u
l
a
c
-
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
 
i
n
i
t
h
e
 
s
h
o
r
t
-
r
a
n
g
e
 
o
p
e
r
a
-

t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
h
a
s
e
 
o
f
 
V
e
r
m
o
n
t
'
 
-
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e

p
r
o
t
l
r
a
m
.
"

"
(
7
)

D
e
s
i
g
n
 
o
f
 
r
e
f
e
r
r
a
l
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
F
A
P
 
c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
.

O
f
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
r
e
f
e
r
r
a
l
s
,

f
o
r
s
U
p
p
o
r
_
t
i
v
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
"

"
(
1
0
)

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
c
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
r
a
p
i
d
 
r
e
s
o
u
T
c
e
,
4
i
e
v
e
l
o
p
t
i
l
e
n
t

a
t
 
t
h
e
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
l
 
v
e
l
 
i
n
c
i
i
.
l
a
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
-

o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
'
p
e
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
t
o
 
P
'
r
o
i
l
i
d
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.
 
.
.
1
4
t
.
t
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s
'
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e

.
e
x
p
l
o
r
e
d
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
:

(
1
)
 
j
a
l
x
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
.

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
(
i
.
e
.
,
 
N
e
w
 
C
a
r
e
e
r
s
 
p
o
s
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r
 
F
A
P
 
r
e
c
i
p
i
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
O
t
h
e
.
f
 
n
o
n
-
p
r
o
f
e
s
-

s
i
o
n
a
l
s
 
i
n
'
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e
'
.
f
i
e
l
d
)
 
w
h
i
c
h

L

C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
(
C
o
n
t
'
d
.
)

G
C
o
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
i
n
 
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
P
l
a
n

N
o
t
i
E
i
 
i
s
 
m
a
d
e
 
(
p
.
3
2
)
 
r
e
 
W
I
N
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
t
h
a
t

1
0
0
%
 
r
e
i
m
b
u
r
s
e
m
e
n
t
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
m
a
d
e
 
"
t
h
o
u
g
h

t
h
e
 
b
i
l
l
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
,
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
i
n
c
o
m
e

e
x
c
l
u
s
i
o
n
,
 
o
n
l
y
 
5
0
/
 
r
e
i
m
b
u
r
s
e
m
e
n
t
"
.

T
h
e
 
D
l
a
n

t
h
a
w
:
 
V
o
l
u
m
e
 
V
,

M
a
t
i
n
e
m
a
t
i
c
a
 
Q
.
c
n
o
r
t
,

c
o
 
e
.
,

f
e
e
 
p
o
l
i
c
y

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
'
i
n
 
m
o
r
e
 
d
e
t
a
i
l
.

N
c
 
o
v
e
r
-
a
l
l
 
y
s
t
e
m
 
r
e
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
v
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.
.
.

R
e
f
e
r
r
a
l
 
s
y
s
e
b
m
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r

F
A
P
 
c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
 
b
e
s
t
 
d
e
f
i
n
e
d
 
i
i
T
,
A
p
p
e
n
d
i
x

c
g
 
t
h
e
 
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
P
l
a
n
.

'
O
t
h
e
r
 
d
p
e
c
t
-
s
 
o
f

-
P
l
a
n
 
l
e
a
v
e
 
c
u
e
s
t
i
o
a
s
 
t
o
 
d
i
s
t
i
n
c
t
 
i
n
t
e
r
-

a
g
e
n
c
y
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
t
i
i
i
i
t

.
P
u
'
r
,
;
h
a
s
e
.
o
f
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
f
u
n
d
s
 
o
n
 
,
s
;
c
n
d
o
r
 
p
a
y
m
'
c
2
n
t

(
p
.
 
4
.
5
-
4
,
 
i
n

co
nj

un
c!

 io
n

w
i
t
h

i
t
h
 
a

s
t
a
r
t
-
u
p
 
g
r
a
T
I
t
.

N
o
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
s
y
s
t
e
r
i
 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
.
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a

71
6

f

P
l
a
n
 
C
o
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
H
E
W
/
V
e
r
m
o
n
t
 
C
d
n
t
r
a
c
t

1
.
f
 
1
C
 
b
o
n
s

V
e
r
m
o
n
t
/
D
H
E
W
 
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
T
a
s
k
.

-
r
s

,
m
i
g
h
t
 
b
e
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
e
d
 
w
i
t
h

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
F
?
P
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

o
n
g
o
i
n
4
1
 
W
I
N
 
a
n
d
 
M
D
T
A
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
;
 
a
n
d
,
 
(
2

f
o
l
l
o
t
a
-
u
p
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
f
r

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
o
u
s
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
s
e
r
c
e
s
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
m
i
g
h
t

b
e
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
.
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
-
c
h
i
l
d

,
_
:
o
.
r
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

T
h
e
 
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

c
h
i
l
d
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
i
n
t
o
 
h
o
m
e
 
c
a
r
e
 
s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e
 
a
 
m
a
j
o
r
 
c
o
s
i
d
e
r
a
t
i
o
n

n
.
 
b
o
t
h
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
f
o
r
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
.
'
'

'
-
(
b
)

O
n
 
t
h
e
 
b
a
s
i
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
c
:
y
 
o
f

d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
s
 
(
s
p
e
c
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f
.

7

c
a
r
e
,
 
g
r
o
u
p
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
,
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

g
a
p
s
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
-
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
a
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
a
n
d

g
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
a
l
l
y
)
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
b
a
s
b
l
i
n
e
 
s
u
r
v
e
y

o
f
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
d
e
m
a
n
d
 
c
o
v
e
r
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
d
c
t
y
.

c
a
r
e
 
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
p
h
a
s
e
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
d
 
a
b
o
v
e
,

t
a
r
g
e
t
 
a
r
e
a
s
 
f
o
r
 
i
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e
 
c
o
n
c
e
n
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
 
a
n
d
 
'
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
p
r
o
g
f
a
m
 
r
e
d
s
 
w
i
l
l

.

b
e
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
e
d
.

L
o
n
g
-
r
a
n
g
e

p
a
l
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
s
e
t
.

W
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
'
F
P
A
'
_
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e

p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
s
t
a
f
f
,
,
 
_
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
.
o
p
e
,
r
a
i
i
o
n
s
 
s
t
a
f
f
-

w
i
l
l
 
d
e
f
i
n
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
-
 
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
o

a
n
d
 
p
r
i
o
r
 
-

i
t
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
4
o
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
l
i
m
i
t
e
d

1
 
c
a
r
e
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
i

t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
.
'
'

i

:
e
 
(
c
)

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
!
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
.
o
f

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
t
o
 
q
u
i
c
k
l
'
t
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
e
 
i
n
t
e
r
.
9
s
t

i
n
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e

i
i
r
'
,
j
r
f
a
l
m
-
S
'
a
n
d
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e

C
o
v
e
r
 
'
c
-

u
i
2
e
r
a
t

b

-

a

N
o
t
 
c
o
m
i
e
t
e
c
:
 
a
t
 
t
i
m
c
 
p
l
a
n

H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
 
b
y
 
i
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
r
I
p
p
e
,
:
r
s
 
t
o

,
-
f
i
e
 
.
i
t

e
f
f
o
r
t
 
q
i
3
:
e
n

:
n
t
0
1
 
F
A
'

.
 
t
i
o
w
c
e
.
;
h
 
l
o
c
a
t
i
:
1
;

r
e
c
r
n
t

o
r
z

5' )

4
.

_

f
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4
0
.

.
1

a

O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
P
l
a
n
 
a
"
,
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
H
E
W
7
'
;
e
r
m
o
n
t
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
S
n
.
e
c
i
f
i

V
e
r
m
o
n
t
/
D
H
E
W
 
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
T
a
s
k

a
c
t
u
a
l
,
 
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
f
o
r
m
a
t
.
i
n
 
a
n
d

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
i
n
s
.

O
n
e
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
,

a
l
f
e
a
d
,
 
u
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
a
 
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
 
b
a
s
i
g
,
 
w
i
l
l
'
b
e
.

f
u
'
r
t
h
e
r
 
,
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
d
-
-
t
h
a
t
 
o
f
 
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

a
 
n
e
t
w
o
r
k
,
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
a
r
e

c
a
p
a
b
l
e
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

e
f
f
g
r
t
s
 
r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
f
o
r
t
 
e
x
p
a
n
c
i
e
d
.
d
a
y

-
c
a
r
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
 
o
r
g
a
r
r
i
z
i
n
g
,
l
o
c
a
l
 
i
n
-

t
e
r
e
s
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
o
f
 
a
c
t
i
o
n
.
-
 
I
t
 
i
s

a
n
`
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
'
t
h
a
t
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
m
a
n
d
 
f
o
r
 
4
.
;

c
a
r
e
,
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
s
,

o
t
h
e
r
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
i
n
g
 
l
e
S
s
 
"
s
e
l
l
i
n
g
"

e
f
f
o
r
t
 
c
a
n
 
b
e
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
;
 
i
-
.
e
.
,
 
a
 
g
r
a
n
t

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
 
a
 
c
e
n
t
r
E
l
 
c
l
e
a
r
i
n
g
h
o
u
s
e
-
f
o
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
F
A
P

c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e
 
m
o
n
i
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
e
d

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
.
"

4
-

"
(
d
)

T
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
i
m
p
l
e
M
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
a
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
 
o
f
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
,

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
l
o
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
,
i
f
o
r

s
t
a
f
f
 
i
n
 
F
A
P
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e
-
p
r
o
g
;
a
m
s
.

P
r
o
g
r
a
m

c
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
g
u
e
s
,
:
m
a
n
a
g
e
'
N
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
c
e
-

d
u
r
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
i
n
-
f

c
h
i
d
e
d
.

A
c
t
u
a
l
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
'

a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
m
a
y
 
b
e
 
a
s
s
i
g
n
e
d

t
o
 
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
.
 
o
r
l
o
c
a
l
 
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
,

b
r
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
F
A
P
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
r
a
r
e

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
s
t
a
f
f
.
"

C
o
v
e
r
a
.
.
;
e
 
i
n
 
f
l
;
:
c
r
a
L
l

5

to

0

N
o
t
 
i
n
c
l
u
l
e
A
 
i
n
 
P
l
a
n
;
 
o
n
l
y
 
e
v
i
d
w
i
c

o
f
 
(
7
,
)
7
7
-
'

p
l
i
a
n
c
e
 
i
s
p
 
i
n
 
A
p
p
e
n
i
x
 
P
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 
a
.

-
m
e
m
o
 
s
u
b
t
i
t
l
e
d
 
"
D
e
c
e
m
b
e
r
.
 
T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

f
o
r
 
S
o
c
i
a
l
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
C
a
s
e
w
o
r
l
i
e
r
s
"
.

4

,r
5

0

V
r,



7
1

1
0
p
e
r
a
t
A
W
s
 
P
l
a
n

V

C
O
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
H
E
W
/
V
e
r
m
O
n
t
.
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
(
C
o
n
t
'
d
.
)

V
e
r
m
o
n
t
 
/
D
R
E
W
 
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
T
a
s
k

.
.

"
(
e
)

T
h
e
 
d
6
i
g
n
A
a
n
d
,
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

A
i
c
h
d
e
n
I
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
w
 
w
a
y
s
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e

'
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
j
a
g
'
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
g
.
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
.

S
u
c
h
'

d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
m
a
Y
c
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
(
1
)
 
t
h
e

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
s
a
t
e
l
l
i
t
e
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
'
h
o
m
e
s

s
t
a
f
f
e
d
 
,
b
y
 
F
A
P
 
m
o
t
h
6
r
s
 
a
r
o
u
n
d
 
a
 
n
u
c
l
e
a
r

c
e
n
t
e
r
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
b
n
a
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
'
-
a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
;

(
2
)
 
t
h
e

-
i
n
n
o
v
a
t
i
v
e
 
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
E
T
V
 
p
r
o
.
7

q
r
a
m
m
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
i
n
 
h
o
m
e
s
 
t
n
d
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
s

a
c
c
o
m
p
a
n
y
i
n
g
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
f
o
r

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
;
 
e
n
d
 
(
3
)
a
n
'
i
n
n
o
v
a
t
i
v
e
 
t
r
a
n
s
-

p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
 
f
o
r
,
 
r
u
r
a
l
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.
"

f
)

T
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
'
o
f
.
.
i
n
t
e
r
n
a
l
e
v
a
l
-
-

u
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
O
i
c
t

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
t
b
e
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
s
t
a
t
e
w
i
d
e
 
s
t
a
f
f

I
t
 
i
s

a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
'
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
m
S
.

.
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
.
w
h
i
c
h
 
w
i
l
l
 
m
e
e
t
 
F
e
d
e
r
a
l

a
n
d
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
o
n
 
E
A
P
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
a
n
d

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
a
 
b
,
s
i
s
 
n
o
t
 
o
n
l
y
 
f
o
r
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g

t
h
e
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
,
 
o
f
.
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
 
p
r
O
g
r
a
m
s
,

b
u
t
 
a
i
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
f
u
t
u
r
e
'

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

P
e
r
i
o
d
i
c
 
r
e
V
i
e
w
.
 
s
e
,
S
e
d
o
n
s
 
i
n

t
h
e
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
w
i
l
l
 
S
e
i
v
e
,
t
o
 
p
i
n
7

p
o
i
n
t
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
a
r
e
a
s
 
f
o
r
 
i
n
c
r
e
Q
s
e
d
 
c
o
m
m
u
-

n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
g
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

a
r
e
a
s
 
f
o
r
 
c
o
n
c
e
n
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
.

4P
.

a.

C
o
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
'
.
i
n
 
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
P
l
a
n

r

I
.

N
o
 
s
Y
s
t
e
m
,
 
e
x
c
e
p
t
 
f
o
r
 
r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
t
o
 
c
a
s
e
w
o
r
k

r
e
q
i
b
l
a
s
I
s
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
f
o
r
 
t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
 
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
 
i
n

A
p
p
e
n
d
i
x
 
B
.

I
t
 
m
a
y
 
b
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
u
c
h
 
a
 
s
y
s
t
e
m

i
s
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
P
l
I
t
h
e
m
a
t
i
c
a
'
s
 
T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
V
o
l
u
m
e

r
a
t
h
e
r
 
.
t
h
a
n
 
t
h
e
 
P
l
a
n
.

I
f
 
s
o
,
 
r
e
f
4
Z
r
e
n
c
e

s
h
o
U
l
d
 
b
e
,
 
b
u
t
 
i
s
 
n
o
t
,
 
g
i
v
e
n
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
P
l
a
n
.

A
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
c
a
r
e
 
o
p
t
i
o
n
s
-
 
d
o
 
d
e
c
i
d
b
e

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
 
d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,
'
 
m
a
n
y
 
o
f
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p
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A Detailed Critidne

.The child care operatioa; Plan vas prepared by the Vermont FAP
Planning staff assisted by staff of MathLmatica, Inc. whose
tasks were to provide Vermont with expertise and data, tedevelop
baseline data and a sec of policies and procedures to implement
a federalized FAP.statewide income maitenance program.

Mathematica's contract emphasized the expectation that their
PAl' child care proda7t would be cc ,nomically sound and would
include administratve.schemes' fo.

(a) HProcodures, for joint funding of Title IV an
FAPday care programs until national legislation,

ppssed which identifies the-agency responsible
for day care funding.

(b) Alternative fee schedule:, for participating
families 'at any given income level.

1iternative child care payment systems and
tadminWtrative procedures and their iMplementation.

The emphasis ph these three items matches that in the Opera-
tioni; Plan: monetary controls. However, es noted, while content
is strong on these issues, the implementation sytem contains a /
number of gaps, particularly in reference to consistent identi-
fication af responsibilities in administrative procedures.

The technical expectations from Mathematica contain a number
of administrative aspects of the child care component which, while
I-ftrring to the planning proz:ess, also have direct carry-through ..

t operation' (e.g.,.location.and identification of FAP,eligible
population characteristics, preliminary plan for rapid implementatioh
of a statewide PAP pretest, stafrrequirements, integration of
national child care system trends Into the Vermont model, and
extrapolation of baseline survey data to estimate Vermont child
care needs by type, number and locatiOn)% The Child Care Operatiors
Plan, however, was written,befoe4tke results1of the screening
and baseline surveys were available. This deficiency is reflected
in thq Operations Plan by lack of directives on methods for, rand
r'/source development to 'implement-. operations and by the absenc
of a method or criteria to ada4 the YermOnt day care oierational

4 model to other sta-ees. items r eval-tion of the VotWont Plan
are .noted., but not how other states can or should interoret
finding for application to meet their own local needs.

Mathematica's Li rr is important for an income maintenance
::retost.and the policies and procedures necessary to implement
FAP statewide. The outcome of the Operatins Plan, reflects
,1:!ich more attention' to Mathemataa's work than t- a system
for'pompilenensive child care operations. hile tnerd l is no doubt
that' he PAP Pretest was responsible for bringin- statewide
clay car° q,rvir.ps to Vermont, neitheIT thenPanniud nocess nor

/

4
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The following critique on specifics of the Operations Plan
Os organir,Ld let follow the 'outline of the Plan itself, for easier
r'eference.

Purpose and Basis fur Rules and EeTolt;i6ns

"Preliminary rules and regulations arc to Le
used during initial developmental activity
And revisO as no to coincide with chunges

. in OP 1 ( 311 (EAA, 1970) an,i. wjth 'esperience.".,
(u. 23)

"Evaluation on any revisions to measure impact
on participant families, Ill ministratike
ciency, cost and program.production." (p. 24)

No system is defined to stify ier7sohs or itigencies reS.pch-
sibleifor eel-wing out this . Nor is there an operational
scheme for aixrevaluation p: a, a !though consistent reference to
evaluation is made.

Eligibilit:L for Services

A definition of eligibility er".1.: rsa is wall spelled out,
including categories of familie- or'nitraiai,ig status),
conditions of eligibility (i.e., foc,ssary/appropriateness-
defined re maintaining Work/training status). There is no
specifieeition s to who ddtermines elig,bility category Or
condition or tie flow of responsibility between identification
of beneficiary anl onset of service. Eliqibility.is oxtensively
treated in terms. of financial:costs: eperations in terms of fees
based on number of household members, monthly cross allowable
income,. Yearly grossincomc and liquid assets. (table 1, p. 27).

Of the four eligibility categories, (See pp. 24-25) a good
deal of attention is givoil to "potential elig'ibles", particulerly
to such evaluation firiteria as the e:-:tent to which fee schedules
are. compatible with overall family needs and income levels (see
pp 2.f-26 for. Jetails); increasing sam0e size; projecting CeSts
'and'benefit's. (the latter, from contdst, is or a p,.:rely monetary
sale) . The "Conditions of Eligibilities" section is one of the
Eon; dealing with the need for child care services in terms of
child development or physical/emotionil/mental handiers. The
system to identify such needs is unspecified, as is a ct ct for

evaluatilr.

Examples of an eliqihilityi system are covered in Api,endis P f

where agenCy responsibility is spclled for th, burlin,?ton-
:4orrisvijle area. r

. .
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Referral and-t) utreach Attempt.s

Only..the Burlington-Morrisville Area Plan mention
or outreach.

Eligibility Periods

refi.rrats

d Child Care services are available to parents dependent
cl. upon specified job-start-Up/job-seeking per. ods. cn,.:, anyone

enters th labor market via job training or placement, the Plan
assumes ,ne existence of a regulated. Flow process of child to
-day care service. However, the regulations, irr writing arc.'
limited to identifying .4-.0 as'the administrative di%.trict anti
to identifying certain agency role's i:ri helping family member:3
through job seeking and work continuity.

With respect to Job Seeking, no 5p(4cifiod number of
interviews are reoulrod nor is reg4.stiation for manpower or
rehabilitation services require'. ;ere is to be data collection
re money, certain kilds of interview and datcs,Wit there is
no Indication as to who keeps these !record or how they ,_Hl UD---'

used. / -

Continuity is to be achieved thethe departments of-
Employment Security and Vocational/ Rehabilitation are desic:nated
as appropriate aonr ' s to evaluate courses and effects of.

itO
training, employment r service Rrogram interruptions; and to
assess status either as "teMporaiy" or "dismissal out of an

'/

individual's control'. Effort i
/

c-tto be made t treat fairly
the adult faAly'memberattempt:ingLo hold seek wo'r)c-o,r
training. However, there is no/written statempnt on a meth6d
of transactions'etween ES/VR 4taff, recipient, died day care
cenEer operator .,n status .of worker /trainee. ',- ...

Evaluation of child care strvicec is't.6.be m,:,cic on the.basis
of five criteria (pp. 30-31). However, r.eikilpr ,,-qrr,q of
effectiveness nor a designated staff /agency to identify effec-,
tiveness and conduct evaluatiori are sepecifidd ;Th, cti&te Child
Care Unit is idatified as 4-heagency to handlei.speci,:il polie
rulings not dowsed in Oper-tions Plan regu)ations.

...

Exclusion of-Child darq.or%..ces Costs from Income

'Title I', Section 443 (1.) (3) of the Family Assistance ;'+ct
provides 'eligihl, familie a choice-of 'arranging and pa:ing for
their own. child care and ,txclildingcosts.from.earned income with
designated amounts dependent on rieogyaEhic area les.s, the recuired
C-e on a schedule establiShed by the S6,7retary (HEW) -if child
care were providod as A service,- Arrangements for payment/
rei:.iburS..t on declared costs is expected 0,11appen via the
.ehild car, oprrar.ions unit or iti3 authorized communit': rep-
res,:itative, inicially a caseworker in th.c social. service .

acionc, a local 4-g representative or 'an Operations Staff member.
,..*a.

.
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O
The above procedure parallels that Of the )nt.WIN program,.

where a W,cN office representative is ccith,.-,ri.,:e,!

for initial servieeS.Subsequenticy, tEe amount is added-to ANFC,.
payment.-:.. The recilent isreguired to report, exaCt costs and
to. noti-fi Acha:Igea% 'reimbursement schedule is
recommended.

The'l''AP,Opero,tions
.

in `applying the film. method of covering initial costs,'Alile
concurrently initiating an account for individual monthly
reimbursementt: Responsibility and condi:itiori for this process
arc preelite,L A time reporting and accounting schedule is
vecomer,..ied, including.a'method for handling misuse- of funds.
(Specificatiws on payme-nts'are under "Payments for Child Care. ")
Though unstated, the readermay assume that the 4-C representative,
Operations Staff person, o'r other:.2authorized community repre-
sentative wou=andie the system, as described in:para.-1 re
'Title 1, Sec. 443 (b) (3.).

Fees for Child Care Services (p.36)

Objective,: To develo, an equitaple fee
schedule for the'poor and year poor:which:,

/

'distributes limited child care
resources, which encourages laber. force
participation among' mothers, with children;
and' , .

(.24 ,distributes services to'provide
reasonable and feasible reductfoi in tot4
dependency costs to the Federal GovernmeAt

Operations

Early on, a sample schedule was 'prepared in Washington as a
trade off to minimize requt.rements for Poorest families at the
'expense of 'Sharply rising schedUles and steep marginal tax
rates for the near poor.: ASsumptions of this schedule were:

(1) ability of family to ?ay, rather than
the cost df the service;

(2)- applicability to full-day care. and-!
before/after school. :'services; and

(3) .service cost'difference in deter-
minatiOn of,tbe level of full 'costs if- they
were to be assumed by recipient family.

i .

`Justification for the fee sched+.was based on two items:.

(1) . feasibil-i-ty.of fees relfamily income
and work in,centive, and
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(2) extent to which scarce chile: c,mm.
dollarS are Maximized.

f.!..1ssues r.!is,H a
evaluation but: as "ovir problem...to determine (Ly workabilit)".
Those points are not addressed ay'ain ind the Plan, indicated
be the third assumption (to justify fee schenles),.thero

detail on fee adjustments for bringnq
the point where ",the family has reached t'he level wher^ it can
assume the full Cbst of care" (p. 36).

.fr

C4culations ft5'r policies underlying care lees are
hosed on total gross income. Adjustment is made only for family.
size. There, is no attempt to cnnsiair'inclienc!4y' factors die
medical vosts,housing, debt payments or other c9st faters
t) :h.rch skew the gross total

The three instructions for use of the "...ee schedule tablr::
aru rather simply stated, except for the last:

If more than two cflildren in the family
are receivinii child cart, add one half
again of the fee for.pne Or two children
fog 'each additional child. For example,
..lf a family with for children in care with
r1 income of $Y.,pay'g a fee of $X for the

two Children,'the additional fee
'for the third and fourth child could be
.;1./2-4$X) for each. Thus the total fee '.

would be $X +1/2 ($X) + 1/2 ($X) .=, $2X.

,

The reader should. alloti ample time to interpret the direc ions
,

or have access to .a desk calculator, for' it .might be rather : A
0

unrealistic otherwise to respond quickly tb a recipient's glestion
of "how much"?1/ .

_ .

_. ...
,

.

. . .

Priorities for eligibility are e'stabliaheS with most attention
given to the "potential eligible" category ("Our obvous fag iplieT"),

. Page 42, para. 2, neatly outlihes the.system from contact with the +

"potentials" through,totermiyiation ,and hWing of Complaints.
6c. ..

Applying the fee schedule to the AN'PC or WI1\4mother is, identi-
fied as a potential pfoblemli since previously thesemothers-may.
not lide been requ'ired:to contribute to costs below a speuifid:
maximum and-yet could now be required to pay 'a day care fee...lt
is assumed that "more or better care-for. their children",

a

xis

th actual inse
grasped by,someo

,

of dollar figtires might be' more easily
eyho has to try ,to' apply the schedule.

ti

0
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A ,

ov.rcome the new financial burden (p. 43) ;.Res pansibility for
parent education or interpretation to this poi nL is'not)
indicated in the Plan.. -.

.S;S
.

./ .

7

Pavments'ior Child Care,Ser7ices:
.

/.
. .

. 4, -.

Two reimbursement methods pre -irate the Operations Plan,dne .;,

applicable to non-WIN working ANFC Mothers and tho other for "

WRI participants. Descriptions of paym^.ntacysts are given in
scomary without an- accompanying payment sys'temde'sa.riPtiee.%(p. 44)

,

/- ,, As of April 1970,* Vermont legislative -4ipproval ..1,Ste u

, (in conjunction with Title, IV -Afedetal funds was, autheri-Zed fair'
.,, provision of child care services in licensed centers and homer.

A-definition of eligibility'is stated alan4 with three payM4.,,nt.
mLthods (Ii. 45) :

, .

I .rchasc of service $834,300

Start-up grant's.
$1 ,40;000

Seed grants

t,
9

Funding is' to he through tjler,FAP 1,10nning Contrac't: ,Who:'hod'
.ah41 under what conditions, the payment-system becomSs operable is
sta.ted as follows (p." 47):-

4

i% 41`iAn public or Triyatp'-,.. alic. care .setyiee ..
4

'privider cott4d receive fundefor-lhe;provisien
.. ,4.

44;
', of ,services to PAP eligible' cOldren through .

-4 'the venpor,payment'account, eit...ser. ,hrough - .

in atlreement'vith the.OperatibnsUnit or its-
1p-al...reptesentativ,er or indirectlystf&ough
t1t Rarent in a to -lie- further def_ned parent
;ment-cicA4lod. Any public or.

,

i,-:.ri 'ate nori-

profit,service PrOiclItr. could apply-icr a .

startrUp-grant' in onjunetibn with the ,

,-___,

vendor Ptiyment system .to raPilily expand. the
. ..,.

N,
!,upPly of child Care-spaces in a qiv'on'airea, .,

P '-.1.f ddmand'isdemonstrated.:-
I
i

, . ,

.

7-, .

Pu'r,chase :..rvices is:pr4a.ril%:.thl:oug h vendoments to
"faci,Lities oz! :c..tretakeps" hr th1 "up:;rAi..ions Unit or'bther.

MuChdrized p4-op'nt agency Or child carp er,,,:ices,", through

"contracts oil other,.certification and financil Lu.thorh.'i,atiOn's'!
(u.'45).

St-art-6 : grants may be used in conjunction" ,,'.i.th.purcllasc

,,,orvicee Cc
Start -ti':

And resource development.! -',Iamples of

criteria t',1 sUbstan,tiate need ate .included. (p. 46 .A'well-de,,fined
criterion is stated', for the tree-month guiiiranteo of
funds for Y.-spaces at a,n, agreed upon,eost.rateace-4The'award

. limited to future; needs- in e:Fess. of a-90 l. capacity rate in
exiting centers . The grant m6chanism,allows..4rjr vacant)'

.

9
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Calculations for the dimiklishid'g input ate included
p. 46-47). .

0
The Seed -grant process includes information on a rare of .°

funding avwilable'and eligibility for application t; the j-
St-ate.Child,Gare Unit.v Licensers,' :reports arm not LiStecl as_

requirementS. but "(to) . . . assist the staff review team--
,

'appointed by the Directoriof Child Care Operations and *iitclud,
ing a.representative from each chi/dcate unit" (p. 47 -48)..
Rather tharasa routine part-efthle'team review board,
.Advisory'Boards.are to be,involved "in, special:instances where,'
there .%eem.totbe justifiable needsbeyOnd-specified maximum
grant mounts." The 4-C Advisory Beard feidentified ds the
body tohear and- rule on qomplaintp.on accepted or rejected'
awards. .

(-

A sppcialnote is mane of intent td permit flexibility to
explore alternatives in.'Cielivery:of services beyond mere
"purch of services on a pet child basis with- variations".

0desoCri ed.under "Chit Care Opfkons" (pp.:64-*.;
j

Types of enild Care Services .P)dovided
.

Options -.Five options are listed for parental choice of
se Ices. 4,C or child care Verafions are to bused if
option 2 (p. 4-9) iS selected in -home childcare services,
:"hoPefully".viaES.,and New Carcier trainees>. Othen,choides
include faMily day care home (2-6,children), ,Irou0,day care
home (uptO4.12 children)., and group .day care.center; any
arrangements, 'if they have income and exclude the costs
from their income" .(p./48-49).1 A sixth option,. later inserted'
in. the Plan', an experimental douche':. system, was rejected by
FAP. because of'costg.apdother.expe...imental-priprities. The

-.Planstates the "primary. importance'. that parents be made foil
.

7awarof option.s. However-, no obtreach'erother educational or
public relations ,atteMpts are recommended; and no agency is
delegated to develop or-implement transfer of inforMation about
the .1,ange. of options. (Appendix B does, however, 'deal with
.these issues>.

4,.

Standards Vermont Cay Care Licensing Regulations are
recommended as standards. for pre-sahocI child care services.
Any cAlehtual changes in regulations deri:Ved through FAP
experiences; will be.recommended by notin4 and relaying "to.the
appropriate,Federal.planning agency" (p 50). There is Ito!
identification of methods of communicat;on or evaluation ct*eria.
to justify proposed chaejes._

IL.

N-

. ,In-home. "protective" care :is not subject t.a.Vermont licensing'
regulations. The plan states thaf- "Y. . the 'FAPthild care agenti
!opPrations staff Or local 4 ,0) maYarrange for ancillary
services, traiAng,:supplies,etc. to,iMprove qualityvdf inhome t

care. Again ti:lere is no system'iden-Crfied :for 'setting ,arrangements



. .

in Motion. The above alpo applies.to school-age. children. This
reference-to'in-home" standard,s /is the first time that the term.
"proteCti476 care" appe'ars'. The is an implication that in-'home'

.

are-
r' r ! -care and beforeor-.after school care for schcot age children are-

categorically different from "child cre services."% There is no'
9

definition of tither protective or deVelopmental service in the;
plan. . ,..... ,

0, , ..

. , _ I..

' . The specification of-"protpctive care" to ih-home andpart-
. time /age- grouped categories could cennote'custodial vs. develop-

menbel services. It is .nOted that when "protective care...(ia)
chosen...and...reiMbursed...not -subjectto the licensLing
provisions of the State... it .is hoped we could identify as many

, .. of the-ge arrangeMents as possible.:..(since) they could well be
a:major source of expansion of licehsed spaces:" ',These
...arrahg ments are generally :small family..care:sitnations.which
supply the majority of care in the state to date." P. 31. MO Flan.

k to idel.tify such arrangements is covered below in "Cost Vf 'Child
Care Servicps" though no mention of that fact is noted in this
Section. .

.

.

4 Cost of
,

Child. Care Services
: !

... .

. LOcal 4-C. tommittees ,and/or the Day Care..Operations- staff
spaces.'" -member ..ire expected to supervise an-inventory of'available spaces.

and existing-rates for. care in their community or 'region.. This.is
'.designed '.6:guard againilt apprehensions that "significant'rises"

.

in per'capita costs for iin-home andcenter daycare for FAP ; ..

eligible children will- either motivate oPerat.oisfo fill spaCes
' With "hi!gher.guarantee" Piip plgiibles,:and/of create antagonism .

. among miadle income parents who experience.cost/inCreases and'
must cciripete fpr more limit6.1 space.., .

. .

.

.

-The Plan reacoMmenda that the inventory include all. formS of
day. care seryice-faCilities-and serve not only to set rates but
to establish\"levels. of allowable exclusion of child care cost in
the;area." . ..

,
t

.

. . ,

. %
.

.

. As noted" arlier, unlicensed facilities are aspriority group
; .ifor the,inventor The qUestion of "quality" carerv. "protective".

care is not given as.a mo" tivationa1 factor in making the inventory.
0 .' What use, other than projecting costs; C.and/O:V Day care '. . .

.. Operations will make .of the inventory.' nspecified aS is transfer,
process of the data'pecured. .

.

v

ti

:FAP Child Care Rate Structure

This sectlion.,of-the Plan is repeatedly referred to as a
"proposal "' Which determines ratR.adjustmdnts tccorting to center
size and cost/size directing "attentiOn'o staff and facilities
only". (p.58)

6

\
4

4.
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9
.. P . .. . Although eive assessment otors.are listed for "determjning.

.the value of .day
care Serv,icesiin'a variety of types of facil,itieg..(p. 53-54),. the'Plan

cautions that "details of this proposal aretentative,and require further. evaluation" (p. 58j. ,This increasesconcern about the wisdom of,c1:rculating
tliePlan nationally as aday care

centdrOPerations !fiOdel. With eligibility and cost:'
.

factors
receivin'heaviestrattention throughOut, it comes ath'ashocksfactor to discover this. "tentative"

qualifidation--parttc-ularly since it appears'as an asteri.pk footnote on p. 58; WiEn,the formula and calculations-
preceding-preceding and following this' item, .one wopderthwhetharthb reader will overlook the 'note of caution(i.e. ."proposed"1.and.seize on thd few tangible 'Mow to's". .appearingin this section, l

.

.

,
4.

.
.

.

^.The Operations Plan aims to.Provide:a
simplified rate '',...structure for both licensed and non- licensed-day care facilities.This follOs the

general,principle that FAP will pay' differentialratesodependent on typeS of day care services received. Stattd. '\ criteria for "types pf day-care
services, received" are place or.facility-oriented: "theservices are to be provided_(but not .' -"what. kind") 'by. licensecipiOlitkes cday care centers, groups.:.'. and familydaY

care .homr74I:and .bylegall,,; exempted faeilitie4 \.(an,,, category not required
to-licensbutwhich might be:chosen'the parent and paid for through

income,exclusioA" (u. 53).\ slip ..
. ,

.\ "As .1 "proposal;" the language used to describe.rte structure.is\\*'could be" and-woulk.1 be.".-A2gaiii there is'no clarity -td. thereader about, who is a' supplier Of day care, staff in the ChiltdCare\Unit, a 4-C or other community
representative, a funding'source in Washington or a vendor.

.

.

.
.

. . .

.

. ,

.

.

N6, justification by.way of bibii:ogcaphi:C
referOlces or other'autho.ritative sources.iS given tp back-up

staf.child,ratios,. spaces equipment- rind supplies, technical assistance and consul-

Q .

tative services-(pp-.-'55-57P. ;phe conclusion reached 'is 52-weeks.at -$24/week base rate for .a center'serying.22-27
children.Formulae are, presented to increaSe/deFrease the 'eekly ra'te.(P1459-63): The, two 'largest cost' items,staff.and facilities;

,

, , are the OrilY. ones considered
as adjustMent^factorg, due to "thedifficultyof determining'. the mfatio of fixed, 1=o variable Cost.:.."(p; 58'). frhe. basic objective,- though ;unstated, in presenting the,'rate structure\iS "break even:4

.

.
i

, .
.

..
.

.
. .Centersizeis .equat,edat 90% of'licensed spaes, and all-rate adjustment factors ate based on this definition..The as-sumption i*made.thatHenter size .is a relative constant so that .there : is no flea ,fOE.concerri

with.'fluctUations in enrollment."LiCIY:stte visits reVaaled'this to: be a faulty asguMpt.ion, Sinceday care operators had a range. of low to -thevere difficulty ' -juggling-part and -full-time. slots as .cOters.ranged fioM under-utili3.edto over-'utiliZed.1/
. . , .

.
.

a

1/ See pp. 134, 1391
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.
.

.

. . .

,

Two alternative methods are offered.for the" prime
.

adjustment technique.i beth%baSedon-theconcept of center size.
The summary recommendation is "an.adj.ustment facter-applied .

at interlrals";.wih a qualifying remark that "specific intervals
,a,r0 per6eqtage.factors" are' AsSuesfor disoussiOn (p. -63).

;5',..,#Pounds for such di6cusqien. are not giVen, nor. is, justification
\Doff why this method has-mpre.to'recomMend iK than "the Other

.

possibi.iities,P which are not described:

Child Care Delivery System Options
. .

% r. .
. ..

.

.,-. The' 4-C comMittee -is "antici.patedr, as.-''one.o .the mecha
nismsP-fOr administeringFrougheut the country. No.other
alternative.is,either pointed out. or .dileussed..- 4-C would be
organized and regulated to OCD .standaifas-. APpendix.A ot the I

Plan' (pp. 79)' sepposedly."describes the - .process of hc4 47C
handlie8 the'FAP.copcepri What . it dq,dsin actuality is to

..define process, intermq tif 4ligibility criteria,participation

..in a. 4 -C Committee, and.the.aPpea* procedure ,for handling
* qKieVances.(who shal11.be'theee,°-:notfqction)-...-The .term

, , "gxievanCe", is discu SO nest clearlYiregarding.dbmplaints°
..0 about -rpresent4tion 0.47CCoMmitteeS (p. 80). Service- .

. ^ proVider appeals.an grieVances are to be heardby -the State
4-C Committee and 0 ergtions Staff... When grieVanees are with

'. the State.Child !Care .Unit,-the-Vermont Consortium and a
federalchild care /representative Umay be cached." . .

-. _

,
Proposed reg'u3.4i2ns are -not ineludOd in. the plan's. Appendix.A,bu.

. ..

''c'euld pe -(not7s.houip be")'obtained".froM OCD. ./ . .

/
.

. .- - 1 ..."*.

The. OperatLnsPlan nqtes the peed to develop clearer
guidelines for.4-C'grOups regarding quality and exy.ent.sDf par-
tieipation-of 'all Manpower. and 'social. welfare agencies":

. ,e-
..,,-

;:(.p. 65). fiVAmonV47c groups. are pnrcortedly..subMitting -"their !' ' ,-

RegionalY4-0 /tabard for approval" (p-.65). .14o..,f-u-rthet-referenCe

nceporatronrandgeneral.plaihrste the-State..C;.and Feder.a1-.. ,.. .._

is made to these plans and the directives in the remaining ,,.,.
. . .

section vary' between-,"could,'would,'and.will be:".
,

.,..

There /is also no information on.implementa,tion of plans.
. 1

.
(1) .AdministratiOn:-. Handling of PAP -ChildCarefunds is. .

'."anticipated" as 'a. Stet:e 4-C CoMmittee administrative reSnen,9
tibility,lprovidedOCD's*commendetion for"prime.g.rant
vmechan.ismiS chosen ;rationally-. Vermont's sizeis'the
ratiorialetfer 4 -C -3esignation,-With intent to evaluate theeN-
effectiveAess.of thit. method, However,. who will establish-,.

Hcriterid/for eValuation..i.a not,mentiened'nor is an evaluative'4
methbd or process, , .. --. - . . ,,.,..

. . , .

.. .

!

(2) Program Planning, Operations,&'Evalcation:. A.sysiems.-lype.
sat'ement of the-respective roleS of thce:FAJ- 1-1dhpin.),-:-..
and Op&rations.Unihs is Made(p. 66): ..

i .

,
.

. .
.

c

4,



The-Planning anl,QperationsUnits-would,
iutepsence, function:slike staff to a .

prime grantee',,With the eXception'that
there areadditional alanning. respon-'
'sibili detailed in the FAP contract,
i.e; ver 11 avaluationok the.total,
pro4ra ev lving'and thp development. '

Of. and rec endations, fora model child.
care;d livery system.-Forampleu the
Chil..d.Care Unlit would deliVerFAP child
careeervides' (1). by developing a
statewide. needs apd development plan and
helping 'local g2eUpS
care. needs; (2) :Tendering 'technical
assistance in the identification of exist-
ing.anddevelopment 'of new child care
spaces (3)' proViding-trailling to local'
service providersJthrough existing local
4-C COmMitteesordirectly);'14). estab-
lishing and operating a vendor payment
andee collection systpim:(through

° Regional-A-T Committeesor directly); ('54

proViding- grants for rapid development of
needed .FAP chi,ildcrpSerVides;(6.),

.Monitoring the totai'logam 1.n'xelation,
ship to the heeds and devoelopMent plan;.
with afodus-on the;-effect:ofvarious
administratiqe management techniques; and

:utilized
(7) detailing the servi6es delivered and

and-the.problemS identified and
...solved.."OrganizatiOn of child Care-groups
and the proviSion of'tedhnicai,assistance
(i.e., money, regulations apd.PrOCedure
-training). for the'delivery of.servides
would.be the fOction:of 'the. Operations_
Staff..The-design of appreaches to
ivery of services and. theix.evaluation
would be functions of the loIanninTnit.

.

It SeeMs:to-bd assumed by thetesigners of the Operations '
.Plant, that the reader will know which ',}snit and-functionSin
ptogram planning, operations andevaluation drelpeing'-referred to
above, though no positive' relationship can actually bemade. .

The PlarvialeodesCribes.a.recording system,. "which reflects
H...ostages of each regional or,local (4-C)development.and

The State-of child care resource development in that
'area' and special problems..syetematically recorded-and'peaSured
at'.two-mont,h,intervalS.:..in regard'th the effects of an influx
of "outside'.''-forces .(money;personnel-and technical resources)...

operation.-..of local - groups, and conseguen0.y,. but Most'
importantly, on the deliverY of childCare services within that '-..

4ea,orregiOn. Criteria for this evaluation effart are being'

a

0
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a

developedt.o:proVide initial benchmark da.ta" (p. 67). . Again no.

definite respOnSibj.lity.is assigned to aD agency or individual.
\

.: .The operational system then, is merely a skeletal outline.
The reader. either must invent "behchmarls-data" indicators, consult
with local Child Care Unit'staff develop a recording'aystemi
eliminate the.recdmmended.procedure for.seme other evaluation
scheme,' or use the C. & p forms in Appendix B if,ava),..1-able. The
operations plan,,in gerleral, Contains( ideas-and categories for
..

.snguiry or process but-no implementation System.
'

.

ReCommended itenisi.for.evaluating.program effectiveness are'
gjven, with special caution' on controlling "outside'Infithence"
'(p. 61768). Mency- referral systems, eligibility certification
enrollment and payment.proceduresOwill be simulated where
possible" along with "Regionalovariatidns." "Program.typea"
may 'also be regionply varied." Program components "can be..

;controlled and their effects measured." How and by whom. is. not
described except for the Appendix B example aA a simulated FAP.
systeM ".,,,,here. the is a. active social service agency that can..
be provided child -care s cesdeveloPment support by the
Operations Unit and the i cAI 4-C," No.recommendation5. or

.

a4ternate systems are provided for simulationWherehe named
Support agencies are absent, in Lull or-fn pat.

Burli gton-Morrisville E and .0 Labor Project.

A pendi5c a; relates, to the Burlington-Morrisville areaand:-
its E & B Labor 'project FAP child careenerations:,the Appendix--
Consistsof three two memoranda and a document entitled
Authorization.andPlacement-ProCedures.'

.

.

The men6randa, which come c1 rest to describing a system,
Srebfrom Kathy Futrell to federal staff,in FAP
ocial ServiCe and OCD. .

The firstmemo (October 26-40) drafts the preliminary
Strategy. Three categories of",inforMation are.listedaS having
been retrieved from the basic E.& D plan, 4.,ncludinglitthe objective-.
for including, data. Methods-, inclUding dosignated agency and
program. developer resPonsibilities, are clearly stated. The
referral process. (p. 85) AraphicallY identifieslines of c.nmmu7
nipation ancLactivity. responsibilities of 'and'between.agencies.
Also included are data need.Sfor'establishing ancillary services,
baseline :data-for evaluation\pupoges and a management. information

. system. Final responsibility for overall coordination and delivery
of,Child.pare Services to this project rests mutually with Wayne.
Calderera (Day .Care Operhtions'Unit) and..Kathy Futrell (FAB child

-:Care7Plahning.Unit).
.

)

The. second memo (October 3()L-70,.'is also from Futrell,
re organization of day care services, in support ofthse FAP E & D
Project. "SuPport;services'," as used here, refer to :socia34.

/

.4

4.

;
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Services counseling in four specific 'areas for training' project.
enrollees (p...89). The program developer will handle' these
tasksuntil caseworkers are ilired% erhe four information
resources fuknishdd by day care-staffs are listed as necessary =
for caseworkers. Each Of 'TleSe7items will be identified by
the -staff 'person responsible for .preparing.Or developing the
data:

(1) .Day care program guidIinet,- procedures °

(including payment system) and forms and
orientation to delivery systems anti
resourcet.

- . .

(2) A periodically updated inventory of
available daY.caxe'spaces, clatsified by

.

vocation, type. ofPcake and' age group.

(3). ,An expedient directory of. child care
.eansportation resources.. . -

.(4) Plan for provision of services in the:
community t- meet special needs of the
children of E & D project:

1.?

Another exhibit, the "cycle of day care service" is referred
to.but cannol'he identified except,if the reader astdmes A.

...reference to,material on P. The.secOnd.exhibit_!inclUdes-
referral forms and a timetable for d one 7-monthregistkation of
day care centers.

Eligibility criteria are clearly. ttated.'iricludingperiods
comprage and types of FAP atithorized and funded services.

PlacerOtt.proCedUres:akeo6tlined, including inter-agency
respenSipilities. Use of forms and their distribution. are alsO
clearly outIii!led: A 'section on "follow-upactions" (p. 58-101)
refers. tdinfermation-that,Must be included on billing. forms:
(e:g.., special child problems, child absenteeism, pliceMent
termination,. work lapses, program withdrawal orcOMpletion).
Directions fpk completing .the referral and day care authorization,
bitling and placement record forms aye include.d with the fokms. ,-
Dilectiont.are clearly stated. quality.careassessgient can Only
be inferred from,information rcor_deon -ttle"BlUe Form,pay Care
Termin4tion Repprt.w. with money, transport;
time sequences and 'schedules.

Appendix B seems... to be a,usefuldectiMent,but. illustrates..
the..cdfitiderablepattentiOn given to,fisca). Managemel4
-eligibility, re&ral, placement criteria) and-the 'absence of
attention to quali.ty care components.

:
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.

Operations' Plan:Smmary on Options'
. .

.

.

,

The ADperations Plan Summary on Child Care Opti ns.states
that theseNre available.and w;11 be exercised at at least
three leyelS." Administrative Relationships, Do°1ivery System,and PrograMs and Techhiques.

.V
.

-,

. The use of theoword "options," ratherthan "models.,"
"operat4ons,"orr"prograMs," again impries that "alternativeS"
are being -proposed,so t#iat a decision about what to impleMe\nt-Oaji be-made át.a'.laterdate.

.
..-

At' all time's, the reader of the Operations Plaii feels.g

there is an .open,choice, which maybe interpreted in a positiveSense as "flexibility.". There is a pattern:of pretenting amethOd, 6icked up by some form of'assumption and/or justifica-tiOn. Yet there is no prescriptive' action on how to implement
whatever that choice may be.

.

.

..
.

.
.

.
._Thej

.

appear

.

,.' nterchangeable use-of " awould be" and."will-be" ppear''. throghout the plan: , "An extremely sAgnificant product of
° the Vermont childcare'affortwould

.."--. "There will '' 1
.

be major demonstrationsAn_the area o personnel resource....(p. 75). Th& word "recommendation"-is
4lot_Aased, .yet the / e'Operations Plan appears to bea., series of' reC6aMendations and'descriptions of some\ n-golng efforts to establish a basi-f&r-7-,a workable plan,

O imalementatiOn of th Operations Plan

1. 'The Vermont 'Interim uidelines and Operating PrOcedures
for .FAX Day 'Care were issued b .the Vermont OCD in AuguSt, 1971,Prepared by FAP Child-Care,Plann rs as a partial implmentation
of the Operations Plan, The Interim GUidelines are chiefly.
concerned with eligibiliilrand financial procedures/and do ,not.deal.with service.delivery systems. 'fan transmitti g the
luidellnes to 4-C 04,airmen and day eare.operators, the ocp Director's

newmeMo stated that the Interim Guidelines included
..adMinistrative functions for day care operators which.will
continue until funding:and development of add tional staffqapabilityat

'zt!'Ihe regional AleVelis compl ted."-These
administrative lunctions.cOver threeareas;

(1) a parent fee collection syst

(2) 'a simplified method A par
ration of'familt incoMeemployM
Xnd

g.

(1),. an information system fdr prograM
direOtionand .coordination.

'0
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The Interim' Guidelines table of-contents Plosely.follows
the 'items in the.first half of the,Operations Plan: putchasing
'of',FA.Chald Care service;Yeligibflity, -fees and. Paymentaand,
collection's, .HoWever, the Interim Guidelines are better orga-
rrized and present information more clearly than does the . .

Operations ,P4n. -.Thisis an importantetribution since the
.Operations Plun is difficult to f011owldue to its organization
and fdrmat.:' Particlsr.ky useful is the systematic way in which
directives ih the InteriffiNGuidelineS.refer to appendedforms,
the, clatity in which directions are presented, including easily
.understood examples rather than t math matical fotffiulae
the-Operations Plan. The Guidel. inc ude duplidate'copies5
.Of the Fee Schedule from.the'Op rations plan (pp. 3843)..

.A particularly useful -part of the Interim'Guidellnes is
the "User Index," which lists intake procedures in reference to
.page.and.paragraph,, and an outline et administrative responsi-
bility by orgahization. ,

15
This document seems to'be.a good first step at interpreting

'the Operations Plan.o readers so .t4iercan hope to understand
and implement intake procedures in order-to build eligibility,
fee, -and billing systems. :

.TheDirecter's memo alsoindicates that the new admihistra-.
.tive requirements are intendeatoimprove.intormationreporting
,systems for use ii. program direction and cOordination. In this
regard, theInteriM Guidelines suffer from the same limitation
as the Operations Plan: e.g. prOgtam direction and coordination
are defined in terms 'of how manyeligibles,,how much'they are

-----..charged-and how efficiently collections of-money are made,
'--Infotmatioll reporting may also shed light on the extent-of
intera-gency coordin4iOn'via accuracy and.use of completed forms,
Still miSaingwarepoliciea and procedures for' dealing. with what"
happens when childten'enter-the'day care 5erVipesystem.

2. Day:,p.ate staffing patterns at the sites:seemed to relleCt
: the recommended optib4s in,the Plan. Fot example, day.pare.workers
included WIN andother federally spdhsored ptogram participants.

.

-

.3. The .Plan's eMphaSis on FAP eligibilty'factois and
, 'financial controls was reflected-'in responses from nearly-sixty

percent of the day care opetatots who estimatedthat.each spends
an average Of,ten work dayS each month on tasks related to
!eligibility an money. AlMost half of'the sitesvisited by IICD.
.interviewers (twenty'four,of fifty) had at least: one:familymembpr
covered by FAP:. Additionally,,of the working parents intetviewed,

.430% had obtained theit jobs through a-goernMent program and
40 %' 'those identified FAP as that program.

.

r

4.1

DesiTters'of theoOperations 'Plan assumed that parents
Idould4Itake elilloyment or job training if. day pate were available
during working'houts. In supportof this askimption, over half.
.of the working mothers interviewed said they preferred work. to
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staying at lvme.. Nearly 70% of all working parents interViewed
said thr8/.Worked because they "needed themoney".. .

.

OPerations Plan. projected "small family-. ca;r
situations" or "protective, care:' homes as important resOtrces,.fOr

.

employment of FAP eligible Adults and fOr immddiately.av ilable
day care. for PAP eligible cbildrn, since these "careta er"
homes were.exempt froM.stateliceneing-reqUirements,.

HoWever, the "caretaker" sites edmed to Create 'mole
prohlems than they solved, The.Caretaker AppraiJal Criteria
dOcUment masnot.available as a statement of standards until
Tetember-, 1971, despite thecontroversy which developed around
custOdial versus.developMenOlc,thild care.

. . /

IC 6. The Operations Plan-diffused adMinistrative respon-
sibility for 'decisions: and_impleMentStion of FAP eligibility
ancrfiscal'controie among vaf.ixpliAtIrisdictions, tlivenAing.on-4 when paront/agencrtontact was established and the type and
level ofklecision or ection%required\ Problems of implemen'Eing
what'may-Ve considered. the most detailed portions of the Plan

.-

N ° ,became apparent in responses to the'LI.Cp kiFvey.of. State,
local site operators and consumers of:C.1'0.11,day care services.

..,F,Despite. the Nazis detail i4t--,of wto-d8nader certain
cirdumstances,h w to do it reinTaTned unclear\a all levels of
planning and Operation,.

/ ..4. ,..,,/,/ .,, - . . ',. ,- , -
.

. .

LICD field data reflebts,confusion about both reimbursement:..i-:
.

1
and payment Methbds from the,pbint:of determining when and how to j.
calculate fees, to determining dates.for/SUbmitting bills for....

1.1 .,Payment, The extent of fUstrationiwithibudget. accounting and /
other control sy4tems, varied with the _bureautratit'levei.of y

..lone's 3ob, levels of inter-agency communication, accuracyof /
-. . information, and regionaiVariatien in 4C daycare site

,
.

,.-
relationships'. -'-: '',-;; .

,,

.

(

Fa

,The tendeccy in the 0 erations Plani to stress local flex-
1 '- ib4ity,:while a strong poi t far poteritial expre6sien of.felti

. . needsasconsidered to,be '1,,teterrentil by some state policy'
. 7
. ,

.. :. makers who had' omplianc with "eleacut-guidelj,nes". '4:,,l

7. TheoOperatiOns Plan presented specific details/oil-7
1, methods.and'controlstbl.gssu e that children of PAP eligible
'families would be terltred, th t.equitalide fees Ana'paymenstfor

,
, LperviCesyould be rendered', t at adequate'child7adUltratiOs

./.;H-Iwould be-s'et..and maintained a dthat alternative types bf day
,

care would be aVailable. How Ver, the Plan did not include a '.-' single reference to the Feder 1 Interagency Day Care Requirements
even though all,federally. fun .d day tare programs must,legally 1.

comply with lts-ProvisionS..1/, - .

,
. 6 1 '"

. : 7
,,.

.

I.

. /

L14 FIADCR Op. Cit,p. 2
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The use of i:orms guideilAie's.andother in'structiorial.

.
.

. matolels werea4icipatedin the Plan And later developed t.,
'. as operatirigtools.-tICD 'ield -da!ta,71-low6verreVeY12..d confuskon,,:

ineffective ,use and inadequlte.understanding oT many aterials:,.
' -

.. . For/example, some state off_Cials'tended-'to:.describe heir ..r.. 'guidelin a.. ."clear-cut" did needing only :to btoil,444Eel:propetly'
' to /be eff:eive.. Some 4-C.1 aders and site operato?.11., on the'.

(r,
.

.other hand, complairied of "c mplicaEed" ud.."corittlicting"
-: .. 'insttuctions.or.of not getOikj:"the right"' information when they

needed it.,' especially efficia./....detisions'. 77-7'--7--"--.,--'
.

. . .

SOMMARY
'

,fft
.

,.Overall,' it. would.' appear tiat'the .0perations-:Plan could.not.
:,.-7-7, be.implemented'as a day-,cqre delivery system P.:?.cauAlidid Aot,A provide a statewide basistor.de ling with'day-to-da. operating
..7..0 (.exeriences. Except in the Burli gton-Morri,svill,.: a ea where :
,.../specific. policies and procedures ,ere.developed'to.linkday careq'F'
hti,-2'"X with the other TAP services .the Plan reMained.a ztaterrit.At Cf.....v,. \

hopeful intentions and fiscal COnXrols,rather.thab aoblqekint:
fmf action'. , , .

,

The Missing, ingredientsin.the: peratlons.Plan was a format y,-,.
for human iq,draction--the proceSs b ..which information could

. '-'be .sh.ared,decisions.mdde and action 'taken: .'
.

'.. .' % ..
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To learn "hOwwell"
investigators began with

'Chapter .1..

People

the day care system .waS .L1CD
the people in the system.

. .

. .

4r, Interviews had.been conducted with near y ,all-of the Oby.
. decision:makers at the:federal.leverfduring o r study of the
plannie.Vprocess., Therefore, we focused th's exqmination
'primarilx on the4pOpple in Vermont and those iew people ,in r.

Washington who 'ivere.directly\involved in the d y-tO-day
operations ot%040ilt's FAP day, care pra..est.

.. .

. For our study
.

of. operations; we inter0.ewed:.Vermont state.
.

eMployees 'who were-direbtly involved in operatiOns :and 'commu-
_ :nitliicoOrdinated child Care (4-C) leaders. I .

\
To wmplete this work, ;we sent ten interviewers into .the

field to visit a stratiFfied sample 6f fifty day 'are ...rtes

where we collected.datd'fran their operator's (directors),;
,staff, advisory board orcouneil, membersandparents whose
"children.wereenrolled at the day care sites. : -

.. . .
. .

.Considerin4\peade to be the most important resource of
the day care system, LICD Sta,fif. wanted to learn wno they were,
1;71711 they did and hoytheyeceived' themselVesand oneanother
in'relation to getting, the46h dbne7drgo: .prOViding child-care
for FAP eligible famill.'e, ,

. .

t . ..

This line Of'. y FrovidedinfOrmation'about,personal
.

,'n

r eharatteristics evels of experi'ence and education, roles,,
!

-relationships, deci,siomaking'and,information processes,
'1' technical assistance and! training, -----....,_
0:

0 . Who They Were

VermOnts Of4ice r2 Child Develo nent was 'directed' i)----i--,_
.JoanBabbott, an M. D. who iad been Ch d'He th Services .

,

J.)ireotor Of'the state Health Department. .In Augus 71, she
was appointed to head the new state GCD b 1 owles, Jr.,..
Secretary. OfVermont's Agency of .HUman Serv% Bab,ott
continued to devote part of her time to the_Healt epatment'
until personnel prOcesies. were completed and he "was officially
transferred to;SOCD full time about six months later.

-- - --
Ba6bott's prithary federal contact was Sam -Granata, Day Cate

Chiel. i.ri HEWs Office' of Child'Development in Washington, Project

o

.0

Y.



Officer of ,t,he Vermont PAP child care pretest and its chief
architect. Granato's assistant, Betty Krone, was..also involved
with the pretest as was Edna Hughes, chief of Day Care LiTerigers
.(0CD/HEW) who' pt%oviide31 technical assistance. A.1 .

The F?P Planpingstaff in Vermont played a diminishing role
after the.DaY.Care Unit was transerred'fom the stat9toffice'
of EconoMic Opportunity to the new S6C.D.

,

George CaecagnO, Director Of the FAP staff and Kathy Futrell,
its Chief ChildCare Planner, continued to develop related'pol-
idles ,and procedures, eventuall assigning staff analyst Mike
Wriston tO the SOCD as kiaison>/n order to Strengthen'that
°Vice's capacity to achieve PAP objectives..

Wayne Caldeterag who -had Steen the lead Pxcgrar Developer. in
the original SOEO organization, became Babbott's deputy, in v.
e 'cote when She appointed him to head the Day Care Unit in'the
ewOCD.1/. -

From.JU1.1, 1970 wl en .the .pretest began, until the Spring
'of 1972, the Day, care Un.t consisted of.three program- develope
and.three trainers Who covered the state. These positions latea-
became Training and Techtical Assistance Specialists but did not
.appeat at all t's 1973 proposal for- refunding.

ra

Rolland C. Gerhart,' Jr., was appointed Chief Licenser when
day care licensing was tr nsferred to V)E0 from SDSW in September,
1970, alohg with Gerhart and five other licensers. By the Spring
of.' 1972, Organizatinnar-.111-ft-g had' transferred, two of the icensers

"-1--to'other positiona'and rought a sanitarian and building spector-
--'1. undetGerhart's.direct upervision.2/..

, ,

About -this same time, 'shifts in the Agency,, of Human.-Sgrvices
pracgd SOCD's'EfusineSs Manager, James Healy,. and his assistant

!JAckV Casidy,'under Beryl Rosentreich, chief of the Administra- A
tiLe Services Division of ABS, Healy, too, had been with the
%pretest ,from it earliest beginnings and continued to work out
of the SOLD office as before the reorganization.

In addition to clericA support; other SOCD staff included
part time and full-time specialists from divets backgrounds such

1/ Darliel Holland, former Day'Care Unit 5irector .becarie acting
Director-of the ,State 0E0 in July, 1971. Ho and was still
there and continued toChair the State 4-COGmmittee at,the.
time Of this writing. ...P

-

,
,6.2/ The. Sanitarian 'Trainee was an employee of the EnvirQpmental

Health Division of the State Health Department. The Building
InspeCtoras an, employee of. the Fire-g4shall Division
in the state Department of Public'Safety.: ''' '

,

,.

?

C.

0
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as 'reacher Corps, Peace ,':orps, Cpreounity
anti S- stems Analysis.

Several .state agencies-pT6ilided staff 'F..,rvices,.directly-
ind+rect-1-y7L-The FAP day care program: The state Department

of SO.dal. Welfare, ap the legal parent-Of the pretest, had
played an imp-ortant tole through its CommisSioner, Joseph Betit,
who cilai:red the original FAP child care conSortium which included:
Stella flackel,' Commissioner of Employment Security; William French,
CommissiOnr of AdMinistration; Thomas- Davis, Director of SOt0;-
and. Richard Hill, Acting COmmisSionerof Vocational Rehabiliation. I/
in addition, Bert Smiskh, ANFC Division Director, DSW, also
h-andfed WIN and FAP-rAated matters. . a

t

Under CommisSio.ner.Bruce Mosher, the state. Finance Department
proceSSed day care bills,forreimhursemenC through four 'employees
who spent portions. of their time cach'month.on this work.
Louis Peck, Assistant Attorney' General for GovernmentAffajrs','
personally reiewed''all contracts and other legal matters.
pertaining to day, care activity. .Food was proVided through the
'Department of Agriculture programs nondled.in Vermont by

.

Bamba Foley; assisted by Betty Luce, at, the Departmene.of-Education
which approved all allocatips of DOA food intruding financial
reimbursement and the disttibu.tion of.surpi:us: commodities by

. Jack. Hardy at t-,he state Agency ofAdminittat.fon:,

The following information summarizes data obtin'eq gray
from. people who had a direct, operatioAal involvementwAii the
FAP child care pretest.

Personal Characteristics
1

. ..

.

. 0 1
. .

'Of the fifty, two site directors interviewed, f,Rirtv twod\t
called themselves "head teacher",or 'teacher7director".' .,'

There'Were two :co-teachers" or "co- directors ", the restwere .
"'satellite -home mothers" or-"day care mothers ". .. .

.
.

.

. Twenty six, of the- .fifty sites surveyed had advisory hoards
....,..., or councils. ''Twenty,two.'ofi, these were centers, the others ' -

, were homey, satellite -homes or group homes. We interviewed.

=tyid:I=d1=11=calsmect=17)egrptc7Vtc=inrIZ:
or vice-president (3), secretary. (-3).or members (7).

crg

1/ was Director of the VR_Division under the state-
Department of EdUcation. beforeNR'wes transferred to AIlS-
in January, 1971.

0
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,..-. !.let %I.; them WQr2;4ire/IL:.i of the day c4e piildren andr.u:..e',:iv,.5,
fluOries',peoplo, community vganization -..__.1-..!,;en&r,t.ltives, pu),,lie: acrency staff, day' care op.iiiriters, -- -an religious representatives comprised the next largestgroup.. A few had farmer's,

professionals, teachers; anduniversity representatives on the board. Most, of the boardm;!IlLers- were directly involved in the day care Program-as..parents of day care children. A smaller percentage wire. involved asday'care staff or-volunteers.
e

;
.

. LIO interv4u4pd fifty ;five staff members, some 61 .whom
t.

Olontifiedthemsel,7.2s zn; follc*s: . Three assistant directC,rstwo helpers,' twenty aides,' eighteen teachers and five cooks
.

.
.

.

.

Eighty eight E9rents of dasy-lcare chi.ldren.were-iint!.!rviewed: at the. sAtel.i', eighty mothers and eight fathers.
.

.
.

i
Forty7ninereported one child enrolled,"

thirty-Six .had-

. -

tr,..: chil.,_iren enrolled; _two 'had four. children enrolled, and' onet-
,.-r. .

::ad more
thanjourchildren.ellrolled.a

'i .

-,...

.

..
.

.

, . ,..Twenty-two por.nts wore enrol ed i'b atraihingpregram..

: -

. 'Of those employ,A,-INortyrep.rte
reCeivirig less.tt'rl $7.5.-and thin' recei.ve4

from $75.. and $Y0f), in Weekly gross pay...;' . .,
Twenty-ti; .,.!:,;aid

they rece,,ivedilifitIcinal ineciap, froMthe

.
.

% .

.

.

.' government. ._,,_ 4
.

Ti
.

,c,..,,

,B I
.

.

.

SyTraining and
Technical'Assistance,.

.74
.

,
.

..
.

.
,

.a . Although the'.need .dr./tro-ninel at all levels; was articulated

.

.

repeatedly in' all the officio documents, -Licp saff found noev'idence of a statewide
t'.ri-ining :plan for state, 4-C and sitestaff,. boards7,Or parents4, The state's contras with Thiokol

4....

had'resukted:in a tninin.gproram for state; 4 C and Uead Startstaffs early in.'-the prog'ram.2/ Any additional iraining Was,previded by, th'ree state. trEiiners who covered the state and p -,n;attempted to `assess and meet:training needS asIthey perceiOd,them Tra,i.n.i:nri. was' also
provided by'the state /'s prolram . .6developerS in administratiVe

areas such as certification-pf
ft

o

1/ See Chapter-3, Money, for details % °Also, see Appendix Mfor additiOnal personal
characteristics of pbrsons .surveypd.

'2/' See pr. 121-125.

6
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eligibility, billing procedUres, accounting. systems and
resource devekopment&

.

.

: According to Wayne Calderera, Chief of the;DayCare Unit,
state trainers in FY '7]. and '72 trained day care.site
operators and staff, trained other agency staff and cooperated
withDSW's'Chief'of..Xraining, partidipated in Head Start
(SEDFRE) training.worked with AHS in joint training efforts;
helped train VIN and COMMunity College stafTS regarding Day-
Care, wrote a; training model for Vermont daycareand were
involved in setting up the UVMgprogram for Home Care enrichment:

H .

. .

Calderere described the Program DevelLipers as having 'set up'
. .

.billing and accounting systems and budgets for sites, worked with
.:47C.chairmen'Or'parent/child coordinators to certify eligibility
and-reimburSeMent fees, worked:with:the community to develop -.
resources for medical or dental programs,. helped find/new 4-C
members and sometimes ran 4,-C maetingS.-in the absence of the
4 -C chairman:wrote report's to.00D, kept deily'.Contact logs
wrbte quarterly reports,' prepared MIS imformation and helped
write the new OCD manual, 1

.

v .

!..,

2201

. , .

When dntervieWed, two thirds of the'state officials said they
had received special. training since they.began working for. the

.state. Only two of those 'who had not been trained said they
Azec,i4c.ld more train?* for their work. A3ut more than half of the.-
officials interviewed felt they needed more-traihing for their
work,. such as: ."Management...grant writing:..goVernment
administration...field training.'..training in what children...
.need...training indecision makingwithin the State office.and9
with. the day pare parents and staff...Theiqational Dietetics'
AqqnriPtinn reqiiires 75 credit hours every five )iears:..always
helpful to.knoW mere:"

Most of the officials were /heading and studying independently.
Twowere taking aorrespondence courses, others we pUrsuingsome
of the following' activities to /get` more "courses at

. Goddard..:graduate Work.,.attending seminars and.. Onferences, -

dropping. in on 4 -C Or Head Stort Training".
. .

Most of the.State!offieials:had experience working with
children before taking this..job, experienOegained-,at e-public
school or at, home withtheir/own children1.- ,Very .61,4 had
experience working at a'day care center, nursery sebool.orikin-

' dergarten. Pthersllad obtained:their experience at camps,' YMCA,
0 jlead Start, Girl Scouts, as a psychiatric! social worker for

childrr summer'recreationprogram,.working with; retarded
I .

ra /

1/ When IJICD staff asked for a functiogal distinction between
Program Developer and Trainer we were told.that "Program
DeVelop'ersart really Program Management specialists and

.trainers are really Education,Specialists,in,EarlY Childhood".
°

!

P.
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children, .baby'sittirg acid Sunday School teaching Three
officials had no experience with children.

About two7,thirds of the state people said thvy provided
some type .of. technical assistance to the day care program-.
Four state people said they provided "orientation':.

Continuous in-service training was conducted by three of
T&Ti% specialists, a communications consultant, and. the Child
Nutrition:. Consultant:. Eight others' said they provided the
following services: "Consflltantjo the providers to help.
solve 6robiems:..counseling board members..fadvise.4-C staff
in-human relations broblems:..ins'pect for licensing...media,
presentation.deN:elopment..,moriitor andherped.organize office
re tasks and functions,:-bridge gaps in information regardinoj,
available services with'.the state. and coun'tieg...provide.help
regarding -financialtmanagement and records.".: .4

Now& orthe 4-C Policy Committees provided a training
program 'for its committee members-, or voruntees and only one
4-C had -a traLling plan for its paid staff.

It

4."

Site Training
-

.:'
Fewer-than half pf the day pare- operatorshad a training

program for theirpgd:staff. .MosSt.,:fof the directoseither
did -not. answer'hhe question orfSaid that, they did not have
a training prograM. Less tharWtshrd,of-thearhad a traininT,.
prograth for 'their advisory Iipard 'and fewerthan half of teOse
responding to the .guestion had atrainingorpgram.for their

u4teers.- If there was a training program, in mest'cases:, the
rater waS, responsible "for running it. a few ,day card

sites, either the state OCD, a community college;theCAA
Head Start conducted the training. program. One operator had
the 4-C bookkeeper conduct training.

Generally, the training prOgram was:condupted.at the dqv
care. site. A feW.operaters.said they used various plapes such
ase high. schOol,..a. Mental. Health:clinic or a locarDcomMunity
college, which seemed to be the most widely used resqprce, . ,

About 32% of the-day care 'sites 'had reteivedtraining_programs
-,providedby.the State Day care unit, . A small percentage of
the,day care, sites., received .training prOvided,by aunivereity,
priVate_pollege or training organization.:10neoperator.said:pat
the 441-ii.as becoming involved in training:.

):.
.

About .half of the operators said that.. they did h spend
anytime each month in training actiVit es: About one-fourth of
the others spent 1-2: days per month in ,t lining%--Less' than one'-

-..---fourth spent:4375 days in training anda. sm 1 ,percentage spent'
6-10 days-in training activities per month.

the,

r:

Most ef.the operators said they p.ever spent anytime with
the state progyam developers and:hal of them said they never-

.1
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viv,r}:Qd dirtctly. witLI'the'state day care trainers or tuchhical.
as:3istance :t!atf.\ very small. percentage ,of the operators
saidthey,wr)rkvd tvith the state trainers on-a regular basis.

.

.

ie.day,care operators had not received...any
special training since they began working -at ,th0i,te. A
The .3.0% tliat did receive,tr ,aining said they received it trom
a State trainer',-LraininTorganiZ6tion,.Univesity or college,
One operator_ was'trained by the pucvious director.. A few of
them-in the r'fi-)rtheast Kingdom:received. theirtraining from

.00CSA 'Most of the operators said they needed'more training
. fot the work they did. -Most.of1them wore reading and studying

independe4:tly, and a small pereentage were taking coursc v.ork
at .a local schooL Some.of the training areysthe operators
.identified ere:. 'growth and delopMent; parent involve ,

community participation, child Care-anything, first did,
. fund raising, counseling, psychological services, community

relations,. early. childhood education': child .developmenb,
psychology of disturbed child n, health diagnOtic. trai.nThg,
-how to train staff,. infant cal0,.hpw:to.develop curriculum
teaching techniquts,. nd how to implement social change
through cqmMunity...act on "efforts.'

.

Twenty si direct rs.. had experiunce;with.chilyrehin their,
.-own home while most of the others- had expe.rience either in:a day

center. or a school:.HSRmer o£ fheothers had ., A
eNperienee with children in a da,';PAre-home, nursery
kindergarten or pri' te school. 60 of the d'i.recters interviewed
had some. experience Yith children in a fo4a1 structured Vctting.

Abou 60% of th! day care staff interyiewed.felt a need Per
morptrain'pg, anS.\ 'Inted_it ir, child 'deVelbPment and early"
Childhood,education. A few wantedon-the-,job training in day.
care mapagementaad Others. wanted 'training in
parent counseling, orcanizingandnutrition.

!Most of those .who anted.trainin,gyere. taking coll-ege
aniversityceurse:s, ands studying in'dependently. A SMall . a

vercentagebwere .4ettir0 in-service tralnihg,i or participating in
a local ageney'.s train' g prOgram. SoMe.said they asked their
directors or exper:ie ed people p..rhelp,and.informati'on./

60F, of the day/Care staff said they had received special
. .

day _care tra.rning ,fter they began Wei king .at, site:Ste:' About"
.1/3:received-it f Om the site director, 1/3' frem'6,University
..pr-college; and, //3 from a state. trainer/. A'smalf:Ilercentage...
ais6.hed receividtraining from a community. organization! If
training organization or other outside. edueators.-. ,

O

0
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Fif.ty one sai4 they had previous 'experience with .:hdren.::trout half of that-experience had oceurr;:!d at home with their.
cwn children. The others, had worked in formal settings. suchas a day care center, nursery school orpublic scol. Twenty- .::. '..,' trine had worked at t1f' site between 6-12 months, :;..:Yen had been
at; the site more than a.,year,one. more than 2'ye:.!,. and two
since the site had. opened..

,'

.,,, .

,

. -
.

About 50 of-the day care advisory boards:strvey.,d had . .

)a,training plogram for-CheirmeMberswhile 60':, of them had
training programs for the paid staff. About.50t of the iboai.d:-;
had'a training program for..their yolunte,,;rs and 9ne board had
a training, program for parents. 'Most of?the board training
programs were eun by day care:operators.f. Only four of the
bbard4 actually ran .training.programs.' ;cithers said. thi,ir
training programs were. a!un by a Head Stail. Director,.41-1;0C
or SOCD. Only eight members said they ho. il received hoard,..training.',,

.
.

.
. . .

.. "
Most ofthe:.boakdS used. a coMmunity College staff, the

.

.

State daY.,care. unit or their own staff for; thou- training
programs,-and a few used a -university,.trakning organization,
Or local' pUblic or Private agencies.

''.
, -, - '.

;

.. .,

' .1. ..

What'They. Did.

The State. .,

Statestaff said. they were respohsible 6or Jlanning,
organizing, aSsisting and.adMinister.ing the'VO nt:day care
.1program., These. responsibilities included. deVe-116ping and.. -

promulgating Ipliciep and procedures; allocati'n4.resources,.
establishing-fiscal and managerial contign, ektabldshingp
rogram quality standardSand compliancepechanIsms such as
licensing and providing support Servicessuch as', technical.
a'Ssistance . ,

; ,

AboUt.halt the state Officfalsinterviewea said there was
.-nothing'at thar agency. th6t. CRu1d not be done. becknice there.

'were nbt.enough.staff people: 'TeWer than half the,state .

thought` they. cdu.ld, use. more staff, whilefthe others'
said thatthey could use 'less ThoSe'who waked more

-staff cited heavy, WorklOad' too few"peopleto:coverlpeCentire
. 'state, inadeqtiate,,tericalLSuPport,:no time to follTw-up4".

time. to consult''and-adVise-only put out fires4"no time
to Monitor-or evalbate, and a'needXbr informational. 'facts and

1figures ".
,

4%

,

lo .

.c
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Those who wanted less staff said it. could happen with a
redistribution Of,tasks and functions,: increasing regional 4-C
capability 'vis-a-vis administrative staffing; better methods.
'of operation, more specific -directions, more variety of skills'
in staff and "changing the concept of OCD."

. '

Most.of the State.OfficielS felt that .it itqould be a.heip
.stati with' different kinds of skillS, f5ut a few did

not know if that would help. The skills mentioned most fre.-.

`qUentry as,needed were. early childhood and management expertise.
Others-mentioned With ;-crying degrees of emphasis were educe-
tionalil000kkeeping,00mmu'pity organization, research, commu-
nicationsprocram .developmeht,.eval.J42tion,' analytical, coMputer,.
stItaetical a ounting,'and legpl skills. Some ofthe officials
ctnmented th the skills of. current Staff were,notj)edng fully
utilized. A few said/objectives needed.defining before they
could identify additional needed skills.

When\theNermont'FAP day care pretest began,, the Day Care
Unit was organized into teams' of program developers, trainers'
and licensers assigned to. speCific territories.i/ As the
prograMbeCaM, institutionalized, the distinCtions between
the three positions began to blur. Program developers and
trainers becarie "genealists" as the licensing function
crystalized. The F:Y. '73 refunding proposal of the SOCD
presented'a distinctly different staffing pattern, one which
reflected a view of the state .level asicoordinative and

.indirectly operational. It.ncluded positions. which calle,c,I.
for organizational;,,analytical and systems skills rather than
huffian.development skills. As the FAP'ohild Care pretest .moved
Into its third year,'the_aeCuMulatAjOn of management problems
and their raMificatiohs'appeared to?be recognized in themove
toeard:decentraliling direct ackviiies to the 47c leNthi.
However, unless the shift certairi,responSibi4ties from
state .to 4-C was to bea0companied by effective statewide systeme7
some of the problems may have been compounded.

'For example., -1,1CD. inveStigators found that individual
.

energies, talent andinitiative often remained within a given
community and were'not tappedby.State official's as resources,
to be shared with less fortunate oommunities.

. . .

The success of a: particular. 4-C or day care operation
seemed to depend .on the creativity and experience of leaders
who were able;tb fill the gaPe.left.by. the state.?/ One 4-C
leader; for example, did an outstanding job of organizing clay

/

ir See pp. 9 -92.

details, see Chapter 5.
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-Care sites so that they 'coordinated their efforts in mutually,
beneficial activities "such as joint purchasing, and sharing of
staff and.inforMatkonl Another 4-C director develoPed acheck
list. for caretakers while; in another part of the state, a da'y
cafe operator,, who had extensive early childhood experience
through developing and.operating a'Head Start program, had
never been, tapped as aiuseful resource, despite her stated
willingness to. be helpful."

As for the State Committee', based '''on interviews with
regional 4-C leaders,:most of its activities revolved around
its legislative committee. A number of RAgional 4-C leaders
said they'regularly received the legislative newsletter' which
contaited the latest information on national and state day
care legislation. .Apparently, there was an active dialogue
.between the regional and state 4-Cs on legislative issues and
a number of 4-Cs supported lobbying efforts'as a result of this
activity. 4

They Sites

At the day care site level,'operators and their staffs:.
were responsible, for providing day care services to the children
of FAP eligible families. It must be notedhere'that all of
the guidelines, regulations and administrative machinery
reached their final desLnatiOn at'the sites: All other people
in the systeM were responsible for trying tofind ways to get /

the job done. The people at the sites were faced-with the double -
barrelled task. Of caring for children while meeting the standards

.

of prOgram and accountability imposed from above.

I/
, I

. AboLt'half.of the operators and half of theirs staffs agreed'
that there were things.they couldn't do beCause they needed MOre...
staff. 'Abbut one fourth of the operators and Most of the staff
saijiit help to have staff with different. kinds of skills
and they qlamed'musici education.and art, most frequently. Other
.skills mentioned-wereboo4eeping,.cooking, danc0g,ihealth;:.
carpentry, natural science, .phYsical education' and drama. 7/.

About onehalf,the directors used a regu r staff 'subStitute
. whiJ.e others used parents and neighbOrs to rep ce'an absOnt ""

staff person.'' Most of the operators were able to -pay their
,

substitutes anddid. : .

.. . . ,

Thirty one of the 50 sites had some paid Staffmott of-who,
r

were teachers and.aides.' :Fewer than 10%-of.the,paid stall were
and4aintenance People; about 1% Were drivers. Some sites

had secretaries, bookkeepers, dental technicians and 1%1C, WiN'or
FAP trainees. Most 0,f_the.staff were women between the/ ages of 29.
and 35. Fever than' 10% of the paid staff people had been directly.

/

involved'with a day. care pregraMbefOre eMployment'at'ithe site.
Most of the operators' spent.most'(of their time'delive ing child
'care services, for -an. average of..1..d,days,,per month,/.4/ .-.

ii..

1/ 'See p. 217.for staff salary details.
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Overall, the Operators said they spent.an average of ten
days per month preparing reports, reviewing and verifying ..

computations, certifying 6.1igibilitY, handling money matters,
maintaining; records and, files and processing monthly bills.
.Four percent.ofthe operators said they spent an average of .

eleVendays per month.working with parents, eighteen directors.
.

'spent about foUr days4per month working with the 4 -C. About
hall the directors spent three days per Month working with the
site board of directors.. A.

The averag sized day oare'advisbry.board: was sixteen
members With'e r nge of'three tooliorty Members. Nineteen boardS

elected' officers, fourteen hadan executive board, and 75%
used subcommittees to carry out t*ir'wpr_k:- All but one of the
twenty:one boards, surveyed had a Chairman, ,75%-ol,..-them
secretary and slightly more than hqlf Of-them had .avide.7-chairman
and treasurer. About half the boards appointed their own::
membersand about 1/3 elected their.m'embere and accepted volunteers.
Parents were usually the voters at'board.elections, lila a few
boardC voted.on their members. When theboard,members were'
appointed, it was usually by the ChairM'an of the board, the vice7/
choirmon-or-by-certainboord members.

A

Volunteers

. Most of .the sites used voluntees 'either regularly or
ocamoSionally. Most of the volunteers .were.women between 21 and;:.
35 years old. The next:highest percentage of substitutes were
women under 21.: The thircrlargest-group representated among.
the velunteers were men between 21 and 35... Slightly °less thdp
half of. the. operators who uSea Vbfunteers said there were no
disadvantages to using.them. Those.that 'identified some
disadvantages specified'tipt d.volunteers .'nee trairiihgi they .

upset the. staff, they,get-ln thoway.and want to do things their
Own way.".. Less frequently,operators: said they sometimes have .

problems 'with volunteers-who "ignore inStructioncmess upthe
schedule, upqet. the Children and"upset the Parents"; Some of :
the'Jlother. problems operators 'tad with volunteeits .included: W.

. continuty....they,lack. the Oility to control and to keep the.
children's' .intereathave. problems-when, the children and:.,the
volunteers arerelatives...undependoble...too Many:personal.problems..

...don't know they should 'porrecttAltm an minor things,..not as
dependable. -as the paid-staff...they. are available when they want
tb be...prbblemin ensuring regularity and consistency-for. chil7
dren...it is a problem when tAy have .t.el .bring in one-of their
.younger children who demands'their attentOn".

.

'

Most of the directOrs, however, said that volunteers were
a, help to the staff and to the children and 'said-their most.
important contribution was.lightening the staff load.,

.
.

SOmd of thei[othericentributions inclUded: -.meeting specific
needs like those of handicapped-children...bringing special
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talon, absent in the,staff.,.helping the staff to:provide indi-
..vidua attentionhelping with trahsportation..:providing new
ide.as...and providing goON ways to get mothers .faMiliat with
the prograff"-7

--'rerlPtha ay carerstaif's point of vidia, volUntetrs,-were a
he'p ro the stffa0 the children. Only a few-of the staff
members interviewed felt that:thevoluntedrz.did not'always

Lightening the staff load seemed to be' the voluntee4s'
mosL important:Contribution. A little more.-than'half of the
day chrest-aff.. felt that. there weredi!sadvantages, to ,using
volunteers.

SoMe staff felt' hat tie greatest disadvantage was that
volunteers needed tra nihOecause they "wanted to do things
their own way, messed up'the schgdule, upset-the children
and t f.le :h the way.aAd.upset the parents" . A.
number of the day..ca-e -staff said..that- volunteers were, not.
dependable because .hey vere'not paid. Other staff members
felt -that veluntecrs did not fit in easily and 'that they .dam
not know the chiId.en, that they hpd "different attitude's"

r--,from-tte "staff ancl that it was difficult te.coordinate the
.iOldnHera work. p

I

.

II. . ,

put many s,),53..::thet one of tha greatest advantages at
.havin4 volUnte gl.0.s:,that-they proyided fresh- ideas and were
stim.ating, ome.yolbnteers were considered to be .good
substitutes w en- a staff member Was sick. Vollunteers 61s-6-provided

got la her p rents!involved as volunteers and-helped reftc* the'
tPahlortati n, were able i't.o. work with special.problemAkhildren,

childradui ratio 'which :enabled staff to Work with,smaller gtoups
of childr . .



FAP as a Parent 'Employment Factor

\Reaardless of all other considerations of the.FAP pretest,
the fundamental gUestion remained: Were` FAPeligible parents
either working or in training for-employment because child care
service was available to them?

The eighty eight parents ntervieWed had a total of 223

.
. .

. .

kt:
,

-,children. Thirteen oOtho'se we ' 16 .years of age or'older and
210 of them Caere day: care. age. Of: that number, 133 were enrolled

.inthe sites surveyed..- TWo parents said they hadabab!isitter
at Ykome for-their other children, five said relatiVes 4? :. 1

-ieighbors were Babysitting and the rest1 Of the pal'ents said 6feir
other\childreh were.in scnuul, tooayoung for day'earei liVed-'1.somewhere else, or were digabled and living in e'sPecial holne.._,L .

____,.1...... _L-7-7 -.---- .

. .

.About 8L1 of__ha--parents interviewed had enrol ed,thefr.
chldren::be4Uge ,..,y were 'working. 1RoUghly 10% of\them wdre

--P-articipat!ingjn'a training program.andanother 8%- said they
-had enrolled tOeir'children in the progam because they "felt,
their children would d-benefit from the day care activibies".,
The remaining pants had enrolledthe4 children.beceuSethey
were looking for work, .wwere students, or'so\the'
mother "could: have time'for herself".

[

\ . ,

5 I 1 .. . . 1
. . J

\ 'About 70% of the parents saidotheylworkedbecetisethey
"needed the money" Some of rb2'MOthers said they wer bOred
atliomewanted to make friends or wanted some time away:from
the children. Fifty, four percent of the mothers said 00Y
Would rather 9ork-while the rest:said they preferred to \staY'
at home: Of the parents interViewed,5.6% were Merried.JTh
others were either'divorced,.widoWed, separated.Or.single,'
Not all:the.parentS who worked because they needed the,Jnoney

,

were single heads of households
I - ": '

4

their present jobs from -four to nine months, Another larg : y!

About:451,9f the parents interviewed had been
.

(35 %). percentage of parents had been wokkilig'at their Ares ht
jobs for more than'2 years.

;.The
'remainder had been workiii

.

.,.-anywhere from one month to :a ;little more than a year at the
.

present,jobs_. Fifty three percent of the- parents were .

'empioyed'before they enrolled thei4chlidrenandnearlyole% pf41pose had used a day. care service before.H
.. \ - :

.

, i

'

About 30%Of the warkingpererkts obtained their jObs:thr\\ ou1gh'
a. government program and.40% of those named-FAPi, .Theoers.1
Said'they obtained their jobs-,throhh sUchagencies'esWIN.,1!
Mainstream, the Department of Social Melfare, the. EmployMent
Service, Head Start; theVermont'Civk Service and theEtate
Police. If any of-these jobs were a:reSult of'FAP referrers,
the parents interviewed did not'know that EMployed,parente
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. .hel,d!.a wide variety. of jobs. They°naMed forty four t '-categories of employment
rangingfrollia: lawyer to .a bakeryhelper.-. In:addition'tbthe

most commonly held,,.jobs, sUch"Lis bOokkeeperlerliS-,
teaCher'd aides; secretaries,, factoryworker and tyPiStS.scime'of the other categories included_meat Wr5pppr, a pinafessOr,'laundry

WOrker',.. mailMafl; gae,stationaftendant,'shipping clerk, beauty
advisor;,fiurSe,:TesearchIssiStant,,School teacher, waitress-, casework supervisor,delicateSSen manager and bank ..teller..

3)s
of the:Paren-'S worked the entire year anti"a small,..n......>.r thu.r, worked to 11. months a year. MoN.Kthe

-

.

?arentts w i.ked-atqeenthe
hoUrsqoif 7:00S.:.m., and r00 Q.m.Aost of.t e parents who worked .part-,time said they worked.between 400 a,m--and-4tp.m.

__Only'threeingparents'had.;unusual ork heqrs,sUchi 5:00 a.m...ta'10:00.a7M:, 8:00 a.mstb 4.:00, p.m. -, or 1:.00:p.m:itof10:00 p.m.
.

Many of ,the iwents said they d ye:their own Cars to get.to and frofi.wOrk.-A'smaIl
number po 1! eyith.Someone else and-.onlyone used the bup.'

' .,.," Four of'the parents m .who*ere in,training were'not,receivinganyMoney while they were.being trained. Four'parentewere .receiving commercial 'trainng,'fiye were receiving.techniaaltraining (such'as hospital technician) and si.x wer receiving ,.traihinag te4che-'s aides;, secretaries and planned parenthoodoutreach workers. Most of the training was. paid 8y,thegoveramentbut a.feW employer's paid for it, too. The Planned ...g-renthoodorganization,and at-day care center also paid f ning.. Ta'ao.parents didn''tknow:Who was paying rfOr it At the'jme they were.--interviewed, 30% Of these parents had been in traini4 3-6 months;2-21 in,- training-training more than a yeary 20%'had beep in.:,trai ing 6-12, Months' and the'rest had been in trainiag.1.2 weeks:MoPt7ef.theM expected. the training to end within three Mpnths andsoMeothers didn''knowWhen their training would'snd.. Theremai,nder expected theli training to-01S4nywhere Itgm 3 -MeTthsEp_a year- Whil.e most. of the parents enfected to .be employedwhen training was.Over',:' others said they didn't,koW if theywould get jobs Only three of-theMflagly stated' that they did,
:

;,'ilot expeat to be \empleyed.
Some of the i obs..thesparents expected.toget.included.:: Teacher's aidp, secretary, elemehtary school` ..7

'..' teacher;, a-Satellite..hotme Caretaker; Meflical techniCian and.manager,
' ' - ,1-

. . - ,
. .

..Of the.site operatorlterviewed,
six-did not know. the. .

. . . . .

. .

nuMber af its.familqes
partcilAting. in training. programs..Thirteen sites' di4 notThaveany familietl.with a member, partici-pating in a training program.. T on,e sites had at least ...

one'family.and.Ytesites .had. only one amily in atrainih.g ..:program. The number Of families
partici,ating in a training..rograurer.Site ranged from one to' 16 fa 'ilies :at a given site..The aveTagelnUmberof'parents in.trainiK. er eite,'waS 4,5'.

,
Twenty -four sited

had'familiesparticipatin 'in the FAP Manpower
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Experiment'and 1Demonstrarion (.E and D).Troject. Seventeen
. sites had WIN, mothers using "heir day care serv.ices, four'sites had CAMP3'pererts,twoksites had. New Careers parents, .1

tifive sites ad:015eration9ainstream
parentsand four qitcs had,.

Neighborhood Youth Corps mothers using their day cere,tervices.
.Ten sites-dd not have any parents who were employed 'and re'-
ceived ANFC.. Twenty six sites .had at least oneANFC'femrly

..using' the day care services. PAurteen operators did not knowif they had ANFC families. The number of ANFC families
served ranged' from 1-7 families per .site with an average of..
2..3 families 'per. site. *\.,

Nearly, one half of the parentsinterViewed said they did
not pay a,fee for the day care service, but,only six crf those'
specifically identified TAP or Title IV-A as.a source of 0reimbursement to the provider. Eleven parents made donations"of cash on z, regular basis. Six fee paying parents said they
also contributed'goods and services to theprogram.

1
It would appear, then, that, parents were working or int:aining because day care services were av liable td them:Forty-one ot'the eighty .eight parents int. Viewed were not

employed before they enrolled their child, en in day care.Fourteen of the forty one represent single heads of
household (unmarried, separated; divorce. or'widowed). Nearly..all of the forty one parents went to wo because they needed
money and seven of the fourteen singi eads of hoUsehold also
.preferred to work. Thf.Veven spli )etween working .end-stayingat

Yhome was also-evident -in'the lar r groupcof forty one',. AbouthAlf of .them said.,they went to' ork because., they needed themoney And would'ra . die the others preferred to stayat home 'but elso needed money. Only four Of the forty one hadtheir ohildren in day care before they, were enrolled at/the presynt
day care. site.

About half ofthe parents interviewed said they'.were...worYing
or in training because. day care was made available:to them. It'interesting to note, however, that'. atcording'to the Mathematica

. baseline, survey, V 46% of thechildren.O-14 years in Vermont
(60,548)'are from "baseline population families (i.e., eligible
or potentially/ nearly eligible for PAP benefitS) and.32.6%0 of these'!Vateline" children (19,744) ,are in families'actually
eligIble_for PAP. 15% of these.FAX eligible. hildren -(2,960)
would have, Darents who would 4 required to accept preparation 5;.or
employment and/or'employment-to.reeeive FAP benefitd. Yet' the PAP
pretest. planners allocated enougrOoney. for only 437 full-time
children and 501 past. -time or beferednd- after school children.
The PAP pretest allocations, then;.-Were.aimed at supporting only
15% of the potential full-tIme. chi1dren and 1 o7% of the part-time
ehildrenor 32%..of the totalFAP:Day Care Eligible population.

. ;

1 /`Mathematics, Volume V,.Appendix E, Baseline Survey.

'a
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Chapter

0 Money
. .

Funding for Vermont's day care pretest in FY. 197.1 and FY 1972
came fro four different federal soureesiftsince the Family.
Assistance Plan legislation propOsed by the President had not .e
paelted into aaw.i/EW-FAP planners in'Washington obtained
the use of SRS fundsappropriated under Sections 11102/.and
11152/ to meet-administrative and planning costs of the Vermont
FAP.'pretest and'some of that money was allocated La the 7
development of a FAP child care.system: The'federal Office .-

of Economic Opportunity becaMe 5. third source of. funds when it
transferred $1,034,330. to HEW for -proViSi( i Of day bare services
o FAP eligible children, during the Vermont Ketcst:4/

, In July, 1972, after work oVithe FAP.pretes'had started, -

Vermont's state legislature authoVized $125,000. to provide
the state's 25% share of child care costs lundedundeeTitle IV-A
of the Social Security Act /, Vermont's fourth source of federal
fuhds. Because 7itleIV7A was open-ended, requiring only that:
25% of a total progxam_cost_be_sharedbv-astate, -this---f-u-nding
came to have_an identity and sign2fican of its own. As
Vermont's. program evolved, children were entified'es "IV-A"
or. "PAP" -(funded) and some conflicts deve ped over differences
in.rei bursement levels. Proposed FAP legislation originally' /,'
specified $30.00.. per week per child while Title IV-A' raimbursed
proNAkders at the rate of $24.00 per child per week.6/ 'Mier' the
gOoke of battle-cleared, -FAP haa been revised downward to $24.00
where it remained ullt1:1 March of 1972. when therate was increased
to .$28.:00.

These.reimburSement- 'rates and their administrative fe.IsibilitY
were especi lly important because of" the experimentalnatu:7e of the

t

1/ See Glossary for Fl:P legislation

2/ Section 1110,"Cooperative,Research or. Demonstration Projects"
"Otperal,Provisions" Socip34 Security.Act, Title XI A.

/3/ Section 1115 "Demonstration'Projects".Social Security' Act, Title XI
. /

4/. See Figure 1, "Program Comhe:ient unaing of. Vermont FAPPretest: FY 1970-71," p. 120.

4

5/ See Glossary for a description of Title IV-A,.

6/ At the same time, child eare'programs in Vermont provided
reimbursements which ranged frob $20. to$32. or more, adding
fuel to the flame.

fr.
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prOgram. In fact, rate schedules and eligibility criteria received
'more attention than anything else, dominating the Operations Plan
the FAR Interim Guidelines and Operating P.rocedurds and most of
the memoranda and other documents related to the pretest. As
the LICDinvestigation drew to a close inMay,.1972, Vermont
newspapers reported angry meetings between gate officials and
representatives of 4 -C and day care providerg. who objected to
projected budget .cuts plus the transfer of 900 additional children
from the Welfare DepartMent's rollS to day care, and thei,:rappar-
arent inability to influence these Uecisions.1/ As the day care
pretest neared the close of its second year, state officialS
announced thatall Title IV-A matching funds (25%). would be
expected to come from local communities,'. (through 4-C .activities.)
rather than only 12 1/2% which had been matched by 12 1/2%.from
the"State's general fund.

4 1

State officials werd also worried about financing a statewide
day care.. program Without the special funds! which had been made
available for the FAP pretest. At a meeting with 4-C representa-
tives and day care opgrators on May 3i 197:2;'Sedretary of Human
Services, Milliam Cowles, explained the problem.

He !said, it is now certain that Family
As'istance Plan funds, which sill funnel
$960,000 info fhP Day-Caro-opera -0, On-{
fiscal 1973, will end JM.y '1, 1974,.
affecting almoSt half of the children
now served in the program_:

:

.

welfare reform package-will not pass.this4
year, which. Day Card planners hadbeen

.relying on to continue FAP funding ,beyond.
1974, Cowles's,iid.it means the,state
will haVeto.come up, with $300,000 in /

Title 4-A, matching funds 2or fiscal year
1974.2/ ' ,

id

These state-level issues reflected realistic concern for
resource problems, but equally imporeant expenditure issues
" Iound. at the operating level seemed to be ignbred.,

While substantial-time and'effort were s pent on establishing
and enforcing 'co4lianc'e with the rate scl*dules, LICD data
Show that considerably less attention was.given to expenditure
and accountability matters. With few exceptions, most state
and 4-C personnel shared one characteristic in.common-the

1/,Monsarrat,"Vick,--nliay Care Centers to Get Less Money; More
'Kids", Rutland Daily Herald, May.4% 1972. See Appendlx.R=1
for full reprint.,\

2/ Ibid.
E
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inability to provide accurate revenue"and expenditurOigures
upon request. The following ,desdription ofxLICD findings.
'reflects that phenoM.6na and includes financial inforMation
obtaineeat interviews

Most of the 4 -C leaders were not able to provide-detailed
information about their income and expenditures. Each '

maintained.sepdeate..records for FAP, Title'IV-A, and Parent
Fees, but"most'of thei had no record cif their day dare
income expenditures,. even thOugh many said thatithe.sites '
were "losing money" and needed more funds.

I

fi

SiteRevpue

Over half of the day care..operators interviewed sa1id they
did not know how much money they received each year from the
foil.owing.sources: parent fees, PAP reimbursement, TitleIV-A
'reimbursement, Head Start, dopated.cash, goods or seryices,
or the food program.

Based on filUres from the remaining, 22 operators, the f011owing
ranges are indice,ive of the amounts received by source:

Source

$1,500Farent.eees

FAP Reimbursement
. --

$ 768

Title IV-A $ 174

Head Start 750

Donate&.cashlf, 50

'Donated space?/ 585

Donated tgoods2/ $ 100

Donatedservices4/ $ 100

3, $1,100Food Program

Other (e.g. Ma-i-dhing) $; 250

"

/Range Number of sites respending

- Si9,20Q,00

$96,000.00 (13) .(2 received none)

$36,774.00 .(14) (1 received none)

$?4,0.00.00 (3) (6 received none.)

- $10,.84.6.'60 (12) (2 received none)

2-$12,000100 ('9) (3 received 'none)

$1.2,000.01) (9) (2 received none)

°,8,000.00 (12) (2 received !none)

- $ 7;200.00 (11)' (2receiy;ed none).

$ 4,68.0.00" (4)

1/ 8. repeaved unde
3 received bet

3/ .61
3

$1,000.00
een $32,000.-$5,000'
,546.00

0

less than $1,000.00
$2,000.00+

2/! 2 below $1,000
'5 $1.,000-$5,000
2 $9,000 $],2,000 .

1 3 under $1,000A0
5 $1,200-$2000.00
4 $3,,000-$8,000.00

/2- 0

`1

SI

r- r

d
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Site '
Exuerkiltures

t
21E,

The 'same group provided the following information about
their dnn)01. expen6itures:

'Itemtem Range Average No. 'of 'sites .

responding
.

Persdnnel $1,5004 133,000.00 $28,545.00 22
. . , ...

Space $ 375 ' 7,200.00 2,458.00. 16

Furniture ., $ 150 1,800:00 % 475:02 11 , .

Equipment .. A 100 - 3;000.00 1,780.00 19'

Supplies
4%

$ 25 - 10,539;00 y1,296.00 ' 1.8 -,,

Transportation $ 40 - 8,400.00' '1.- 607.00 12

Telephone ,. $ 60 -.6,0q.0.00 55'6..00 18

Printing $ 35 500.00, . 159.00

:)tier: FOod $ 78'0 - .5,400.,00 .1,226.00

Utilities $ 1,500.00 800.0 - 3

Insurance $ 100.- . 800.00 r 450%.00 4

-Audit .500.00 50b.00 2

, .

1, About 1/4of the advipory board members interviewed said they,"
knew what the da-1, care site's annual income was from all soUrces,

.

but only 1/3 ofthem knew how much was .spent each-year and-
Seemee more knowledgeabe about personnel casts than any

-

others.

Most of the ':day. care operators had not, received any seed'
g The'nibe operators who had, received them, they said,
ftoM "OCW'j,"FAP":or."the:4-C". To those ntervieWedi the first
seed money was granted in September of, k971 fer$2,$00.0.0. .The"
'largett grant. was for $6,34.1and the smallest amount was $1,600.
The average amount received,was-$2,635,60. In order to receive
the grant, one operator "simply produced the bills and added
threerooms;" Most "had to meet lieensingxeguirements"..

.r-:
Employee Compensation

The average gross annual salary_, or state emproyees° surveyed
y. --waa$10,755,00 and ranged'frpm.$t 3,900'; .to $23,000.\.Nearly all

1/ See Glotsary for descrip on of Seed. Grantp,,
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the state.peoble were full time classified employees. MoSt of
them:said they:reCeived the followiny job benefits:' Paid
Vacations; paid holidays,.sick pay and insuranee;. some
received compensatory tiMe off in lieu of overtime, and some
received retiremantand workman's compensation.

More than half of the Day Care operators interviewed received a
salary, but fifteen said thel4 did not and five said they were not
sure.g . The average gross Annual salary'reported was $5, 60.00
and ranged from $1,920. to $8,000. The average take home pay was
$31.6A0 per month with d rang of $88:00 to $548.00. Few!r than
half of the'operators' receiV d paid holidays; sick pay,' ifl paid
vacations. Only eight received insurance, a few'others received
social security benefits,,workman'i compensation, and/or free
child care.

. .

'

Most.of the day care operators (about 60%).Supervised paid
employees. In those sites'with paid staff, there were a total of
211 employees inaddition to the operators. Only 2/3 of the other
employees receivedextra job benefitS, such as paid hOlidays,
paid vacations, and sick pay and only a few received insurance,
wOrkman's ceMbensation, soaial.security or free-child care.

Th4 following table presents a composite' picture of commonly.
held positions. The data below was eiBtained from thirty sites
which had Staff: The average staff size was seven and ranged
from 17:22.' (See Appendix M)

Position Range.

Cook

Averages.No.-ofEMployees-'

14:$4,660 $3,565'

- Teacher or 2,600 '5;560" 4,376. .31
Assistant Teacher

°Co-Directors.

Secretary/Bookkeeper

\N
\

.Janitor,

2;060.± 2,968

i80 4460

5,000OlAides 2,080

lluYse/Teacher

2,200

:2,443 3

1/. Most operators who provided day care in their homes did not'keep
proftt.and loss records which iild'account farthis response.
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The average gross weakly salary of theday care staff was
$68.00 or.$3,532.00.a year. DayHCare staffsalaries ranged from
$3.00 1/ to $16650 per week.

Many staff members expressed. concern over the fact that
the salaries.,tney received were not adequate. for the long. hours' .

spent at the site each day. .l'or example, one cook said that'
she could be paid only for 30 of the 60 hours she'worked each
week.2/ The,average.take time salary.. of the day care staff was
$57.21._ One staff member was payAhg off a loan and toe; nothing.
home.
, .

Based on the mean average, State officials were earning
about, twice aS much as thp.day'care.operators, even eliminating
those operators .who did not receive.a salary, State people'.
earned about three times as! much as the day Care,staffs.2/
About 50%.of the State employeeS.were- men while 90-95% glthe
day care operators and staffs were woMen.: Even though most
the state-employees-nad-paid-VaeatienST-paidTholidays'i---siek-
pay apd insurance., fewer than'half of the'day care operator's and
about 2/3 of their staffs received the.same benefitS

..

Billing Procedure

Most of the state employees interviewed' indicated that
their agency-hen oi alda pod-pt-oGed-u-res- for-deal.--ing7th an

orderly fashion with billing, expenditures or budgeting.

50.% of these employees said they had participated in
developing the procedures: Two of the state officials said
their agency had not developed financial procedures, and four
did not know.

7 - .

Most othe State Officials, said. they did not .have any
problems with the monthly billing or payment procedures and a
few had sowproblemswith them "occasionally "., Those who said
they had p blems Were' key figures in the day care financial;
system and ome of theircomments were significantly revealing:

're going, in about 6 different 'directiohs..
'Th e is no-Uniformay...Befere the3ocal
4-Ca.'we had Problems...If the 4 -C. is late
the whole schedUle falls behind and vendors
are paid late...People do a very goOd.job
in general,.:Generally'the information isF
not correct...The delays'aredUe to new
people who don't know the procedure..-Things
r.re improving with time:,.Have heard about'

..

cis

1/. Some employees worked only an hour or twoper week.

2/ See Appendix M

3/ Sep Appendix, 17,2 and Appendix M-3.
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E.?.w emblems with billing taking "so much
comet in late from the

4-Cs.Somcare incorrect and othets are .
..corltinne6sly ineortect....The procedure:
devioped. is not being used; it would work.
95% if it was used.as written...Things have.'
improved. since all the .4-Cs have onecontract.c.
Since'beCeMber 1971...One person had to, approve
payments to'individual homes; thihktnewthey
come from the 44Cs--not sure....Inthe,begin-

. 4
ning the Federal money was late. and the staff
was just starting...Claims come in late after
the5th of the.month.,..it takes- one month to
.proceqs fOr'the. payment..the income. and
expenditure report is generally incomplete...
Incomplete filing- by participants...Sometime
the data is late from the

.
LICD. interviewers received 'varied respon'Els to. how OK-

4-C handled bills"fram vendors. Basically, most 4-Cs.
prepared a summary report.from an the bills' received. The re-.
port was then-sent-to-the:state, which sent the. reimbursement
Moneybadk. to the 4-C in one lump-sum check.' The 4-C then
determined the amount of eaCh site's reimbursement check based
on the .site't bill.A record Was made and the cheeks' usually
were'mailed, but sometimes hand delivered when the4-C..knw that.
n-operator-needeti7-t-he..mpney-ilywaTdiat-ely.

.
E.

,The only deviation from ,this process occurred inene47C
Whenit had advanced money. to n .operator ftomthe 4::s
adminisCratiVe fund:. This loan arrangementlielped meet a
crisis-untii.the state teimbutsement check cable through: Two

leaders. stated that they sent the bills 'directly to the '

state, without' preparing asuMmary teport:'.. In the majority of
the 4-Cs,. the Director was responsible fot this process.
Rutland 4-C was die single.exCeption.,It used the aboye des=..
cribed system fgt. Tittle IV -A. money, but for FAP moneythe
Rutland 4-C determiny4d the amount to-be received by eaCh,sitd,.
tecorded information and mailed the checks.whenthe .47.0" ..'
reeeivcd the bills from the vendor. The director ,an,d-p'sccond
autherized'peison from"the executive commit02e signed ill checks:'
The director did net sign the payroll-checks to avoid ,signing
her own. Two members .of.the executive committee signed the
payroll.. .

,Only-the Rutland director made a distinction'betWeen the
procedure for Title IV -A money and FAP money. Perhaps the Other-..
4C leaders were including bothFAP and Title the:pro-

'.cedute they deperied. Also., the Rutland 4-Cdirector ws tifie"
only one who explained in detail' how she understood that.the
Title.IV-A"matching funds reimbursement system worked:' (1) 4..0
director. approved the a check for 1/2%.of:the total
r.eimbursement and'-sent it to the OCD finance officer..: `

'state then returned the money to Rutland
:then made out checks to the operators,. The-sum.of. the

Checktwasusual4 eight times the ,amount originally;:sent
by the site Phat is,-the state and federal goveitment'tatche,

1/ See Chapter4 Controls for related deY1-1-7.,

S.
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the local.funds which.had bee
4
n raised.di donated by the community'

according tot.heTitle,IV-A forMula.) What the other 4-Cs di
with Title, IV-A' was not clear from their aCcounts,,although one
4:7c chairperson casually mentioned that Title IV -A `onus came.
in a luMp sum with FAID.monY: The-e5Utiand.4,-C Com.ittee had -;
received -a. "direct-,,grant" th'test out finanpial management

. at the local level. The objective here was to.test a locally .

cehtrcalled financial System with-the 4-C Committee resp,-.nsible
:for banking.its Money, determining eligibility, approving .

payment's and makingdisbursements..-The-objective'was to fa'cili-
tate'the whole 4-C potential by building more local autonomy

. into an, area A-C,

One 4 -C .leader felt there 'were no- problems with tho billing
procedure because the2' haddeveloped their own systeM to fill
the vacuum of no formalized procedure% This-area 4-C leader
said they had eliminated'all the problems: 'Another 4,C did not
know if there were Problema because they had only.been through.
.thd billing. prOcedure once..Apther 4-Cs identified problems. with
the billing. procedure-, OCD guidelines, the centers, and the
amount of time inVOlved in reimbursing the operators.

LICD investigatora were-told that the OCD billing tegula,
Lions were'constantly-b-hanging- AIIEbtljhsome%of the changes
seemed to help,the leaders,sai,d:it was time-Consuming-to relearn
and..re'adjust:ptO6edures.,to. accoMmodateto continual chanues.
For example, the guidelines did.mot establish *stable method
of-when and how' bills were.. to be prepared, they said.

. -
.

An-important lissue was phrased as a question: Should hills
be prepared over the last week-en4?of the month in.order to

.

:get an accurate recOrd:of the child's-attendance or.shouid bilIS
be prepared during the last.week Of the month and should they',

include an. estimate of'-the attendahce for the remaining
days and.authority to readjust. the bill for the next month if --

the:estimate was incorrect? Apparently, this issue remained
unresolved...

, .

' 0n&-4;-.0 leader questioned.variations irCthe billing
Two 4 -C leaders stated that the proCedure itself-was

complicated and time. consuming with so many forms to be.signed,
taking timeaway,:frommore "meaningful!. activities. Other.
4-Cs complained that the "operators Make man); computational
errors or.don!tprovide the correct information,' and that some
sites were lax-about turning bills in' bn.

Most'pf the day care operators interviewed had developed
procedues for dealing in an Orderly fashion:with billing but

--%It
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thirteen had note Those who had procedures said most of thehelp in developing them .had come from the area 4-C committee
When the billing system was. first started, OCD and the4-Cs 'provided most Of the assistance: Some xeceived helpfrom;anotherite director. About -30% of the operatots thought

the explanation they received was .pUzzling and not useful. _According to about two thirds of. the day care directors, theydid not have any problems with the monthly billing procedurebut the rest had problems o asionally. The following. comments. were made to explain the priblems:

There' are constant changes in °the. guidelines
that...rp one underStands, including the 9-C...
The Local centIer .directors infernally confer.
to interpret the guidelines...The..imPlications
(sic) of the bookkeeping is really eligibility.
of children... leads uncertainty and backlash
to the child .service, whichimay be inherent
to a pilot service, 'but it is hard on thechildren,...It is hard., getting the bill in on
time because the director considers. it
unpleasant activity, sees it as a bookkeeper'sejob. a. problem having enough time, to do
it...The prect..3ures change.,. many small clueStions

. not considered :71' the. procedure ..: the procedure
assumes incomes Llo..not change and,.that hours of
employment are constant...the 'changes in
prOcedures' and policies are confusing...past
rate changes are on a day's notice with art
inadegUate description between full-time and
part-time children, ..problem with reserved
space billing (a new procedure) ...very slow
.getting funds...scimetimes last minute hang-:upS that we are rn.informed abotit until toolate and then the 'check comes too late...the
forms are too confusing, have to go over themwith the parerlts and it is a problem... income
verification methods have not- been defined...
problems with: the.- reimbursement coming late...
budget prObleM, do;not have enough money to
pay the billS...The forms, are not sent out
every month-.'s.° it is hard to remember when we -sent in the last bill.

7

Time -Factors .:1/

Generally it took 2-9 weeks fot the reimbursement payment"to.rt urn to the site.: About 20% of the sites received their

if See Figure. 5, p. 223..
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' checks more than a month later. Sites said they received re-
..,.' iMbufsement in less than a week... Three of those six were in

the Rutland.4-C area and two were in the Windsor 47,C area which cften
reimbursed the .sites out of a bank account and was latter, reim-
bursed When the state. payments. arxived. The third 'site came
under the. Lamoille 4 -C jurisdiction.. One operator said that it
took from 30' to 95 days to receive.payment'and another opetator
received payments automaticallyeVary-week_ The day care oper-
ators who also had Head Stare, FAP and IV-A children in the
'North .EastKingdom'did-not send their bills to the 4-C. but to
OCCSA which also received the'payments since those centers did not .,

handle their own budgets. .
.

.
. .

. .
,

.

The_Most serious.roblemthe'4-,Gs .seemed to have ,with the .

billing time was not With late payments but rather with the
length oftime which elapsed between the submission of the bill .

by the.operatOrand the receipt of reimbursement at the site.
According to the system, this time lag seemed unavoidable. A
-number of 4-Cs', hOwever) said they would prefer having a direct
grant to reduce the time lag. It is Our Understanding,, .howeveri
that'Rutland's direct grant contract model was not considered
successful, Would not be renewed and was. not expected to be
replicated elsewhere in-VerMont... This direct grant, originally
Scheduled t.o. expire in May, Fes eXtendod to Jdne 3.0; 1972. ,,

. .
...

When the payment was late, most operators either Must'
waited" or "did nothing" or "borrowed money." Six operators

7 said they "bound, ask, hassle, badger or track it down" with
the 4-C or MCI). In the Northeast. Kingdom the only ivay' the centets
knew when the payment, was late was when the-center's bills were not

of which'raised:some interesting 'procedural questions.4

Why did some Sites wait so long to receive their payments? 2'
Were they consistently reporting 'incotrectly? If so,.why hadn't
the state ot°4-C investigated the problem and helped the sites
improve their reports? If the state or 4-C's did pigVide such
assistance why did the probleM continue?

Basic problems with the billing procedure seemed to flow from:
(a)reimbursement/payment timedelaysi, (b). inadequate understanding
of the 'billing procedure and forms', (c)inadequate technical assis-
tance and. (dconstantly changing forms and procedures.

. ._. .
.

In this situation, an operational internal evaluatimi,system' .
,.. might haVe readily located:and identified the problem areas so ; -.

that remedial action could. have been-taken:
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Figure 5.

Time Factor50in Billing and R4imbussement

.-

:Vermont FAP Day Care Pretest , a.
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IJCp findings pointed to the fact that no one 'pd?Von'
in th° :tate'had a total fidancial overview of day-date revenue

.ande>pen , ...rdituret.: Payments were approved Without reference to (

-

aontraotua1 allocations and. any LICDreguept for.1inancialdata
uniformlyset off a' search through recordtbat were not designed
'for: ready retrieval. The only exception te.thi's,occurred in the
DePartment.tif Education't special food service.pFdsherethe,
ac'count'clerk,who-handled the day care food budget kept accurate
up.-dated.re,ards grid easily responded to all requests for..inform-
ation..:Itshould be noted here that the re\renue _and expenditure
chartafavjitdalears 1971.and 19721/ were prepared for this
'report by.LICD staff '.who pieced the informationtogether from
various sources. with special help fromthe SOCD Business Manager. °

A
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In the FAP Interim Guidelines, the state i,mposed a deilble
entry,.bookkeepingsystem on the M-Cs anerthe day care sites.

OCD had .given little -YorMgl training tck the4-C
Committees or.the site staffs .on double -entry bookkeeping, a

1numer of 4-Cleaders mentioned the.struggLe,to keep "proper
books." A few compaainedbitterly about the'imposition4Of
thisttequirement and' oco's lack of follow-dpaesigtance.. One
4-C Di;ector..sletter of reSi9rion. included the followingt:'
coMment;,"LarAkamounts of:ff's 'responsibility' giVen to 4 -Cs
with,little teanlical assistance My secretary- bookkeeper and
1.haVe been 'stumbling'. tora.year'now, due to a:detailed
system imposed' on lls As 'well a lay .peopleAin. Centers doing
bookkeeping7 asking' for input, receive feWminutet here and
there-. Recently asked for Ehis fteM an OCD'program. .

develop' .(now termed techniCal assistant) to do fiscalmoni-
toting f our Center'boaks, informed by her.that my secretary- es
book Ter and I. should monitor thesebookW

'
,

In Section of. the Vermont-Sta,te:4-C-ManUaL, one
the explicit objectives was to "simplify fiscal: and review
procedures." In fac,;the manual urged the .4-Cwherever
possible; '(to) follow the accounting .methods being used by
the PartiCipating agencies,"-.therewere no reasons given
for the.iMPosition of the comPlicated deuble en.217 bookkeeping
systeM,'Which seemed t9 contradief,t1le'manualdbjedtives..

The majority pf the.4:-C:leadert said they knew when
the sites had appUed fori'....:Were waiting to, redeive.or re7'
.deived money through thproutine.4.-C reimbursement payment
control syptem% One '4.-.C:haa routine information:system to .

provide-thiS information; !'0:A0 4recter depended
on telephone 'dalls andlhearsay." Another 4-C indicated that
the'bills were sent. directly to the:ttate,and-when the,money
was returned from the ,state, thee4-,C. aetermined tb.a-emotInt. to
be paid each s'te, made a record and mailed -out the_check.A.

4,
s0 s



'X441'
s.

,

1
#

- 225 -.

Four 4-Cs did hot maintain rc.lco. .ds of the day care sites'
budgets and ey.1511ditures. The othe! four which did maintain
such records Ss° expenditure repots received from the day
care operators and bills in the 4-C file. Three 4-Cs received
a copy of the site's annual .--audit. One 4-C required all'its
operatorsto use the, same auditor and this was accomplished
with some difficUlty.. In.another0-C, the centers. were
unwiing to release budget information, State 4-C Manual,f,14
dp,spv0A*4e cleargkdance provided in:the Vermont's

. .

FT,''djy"tr-tre finaEcial management, system did got incldc.e thco.

re' bVrsement rates. LICD found no evidence that the 4 -C's fiscar
majig'(, elements and focused primarilY on eligibility criteria and

rep Yting was satisfying all Participating agencies, that costs
wer being. compared on an equivalent basis, or thal donors or
pug E.446ra of services were being infbrmed as to what they. were
receiving fo their money.

.

Allocations vs. Costs.

verified that resource'allocations were lased on
estimated coses of cettaikcategorcal'eXpenditures- and co31d
not be correlated with :actual costs described -in the dn'z.a. The
following list includes cast faetord which Ore,nat accounted for

. in Vermont's financial pl4nhing for the day'Care sy'stem:

:o overhead edMinistrative costs of prollidt?
day care food grogram by the Departme*,of
Mutation, and, the-,State Purchasing DiV2,siOn-,
Agency of,AdMihistratien.

o Overhead-administ,rative ,josts'. of procesair7g
day care bills and payments by the.Finance
Department and State Tyeasury,.

o oyerhead administrative costs of providing legal
services in the office.ofthe Att?rney General:.'

.

.

o overhead administrative . costs of supervising
the day'care.program by the Agen0, of Human
ServiceS. ' 4

o
.

Contributions of people; places and things where
the equivalent dollar value could, have been
computed to arrive at a' "real" cost of doing
business.'

4

According to the F.Y.'71 FEW - Vermont contract, FAP
allocated $834;330:00 for purchate of child dare services
over a ten-month'period for 437 full-time spaces and 501
before and after school space's at an annual cost Of $1,600,
per child full-time and $600.:00 before and aftenkochool.
At that annual cost, the weekly rate per fu,l -time child was
$30.77.. Title IV-Allionies were to be.Used'4:o purchase day.
care_ 4rvice"s for 025 children at an annual cost.of $f,248
pee'CRild $24:00 per week per child) and before°and after
school serVicesfor 200 children at $600.00 per child.

44t
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Title IV-A allocatiocs etsled $780,
of full-time spaces, available under
1,062. The total.nw5ber.of FAP and
after school space. waS

Vermont's reimbursement rate was first set at $24.00 per week
per child and not revised upward to $28.00 until' March, 1972.

000.00. The total number
Title IV-A and FAP Naas
Title IV-A 4efore and

.. .

iirhe VerMont-WEW contract did not-take.into consideration.
the $9.00 difference between the Head Start reimbursement rate
and the. FAP and Title-IV-A child care serviqerate. As a re-
sult, in'the centers where all three types'of eligible children
participated the -problem of.provlaing equaL,child care services
still existed in major proportion. The'NortHeast Kingdom Head
Start. was, losing money in its:attempt to equalize the quality. of

. day care services, As a result, there was the possibility of
......,

closing all the day care centers. The outcome, however, was
a reduction inthe;day Care tperaters'-salary_for one month to
compensate forsHead Starthabingto subsidize thr: FAP and Title
IV-A children:"

4
When interViewed by LICD staff, eight center directors

;aid their weekly cost per child averaged $30.00. Six other
:enter directors and two home operators costs averaged $24.00
:o $30.00 per week per child.' _1

i.-
,

,

Six other operatOrs of day ca'rechomes (including satellite,
jroup homes and taretakers)said\their costs averaged between
'1,6.00 and $23.00 per week per child' while eight additienal
lOme operators said their costs can 4tween $10.00 and 1'5.00.1-
thout 1/4 of the operators said tbey'did-not knoW what their
:osts were. As 'stated earlier., these estimates did-not include
:he ..costs of donated services, food 'and 'money froM private. )
Individuals, public and priVate age cies or professional persons.

° 4or did they include overhead administrative costs of thq agencies
Ind personnel involVed,in'providing direct services to the (' .

:hildren.
.

\
.

\

2omparative Data.

At this point, it may be of inert to recapitulate some of
:he day care. cost data.from other spdies. In Day. Care: Resources
Eor Decisions/ a weekly cost, of $394.2 per child in each type
5f facility emerged from a cost analysis which'bompared Home Care
and a Center .fOr sixty children: Using simulalted data, amOunt
Lncluded rent, Salaries, fringe-benefits,\administrative 'coS's
Ind food. Annualized,cepter salaries ranged from $5,000.00 to
'12,000.00. Home care salaries ranged from $5;000.00 tm-$11,000.00.

Kirschner',s national survey of the Parent-Child Center
Program2/ included the statement that day care cost figures "... o

Grotberg, Edith, Editor; Da'Sr Care: Resources for Decisions,
gune,'1971, p. 436,'funded by the Office of Economic OpportunitY.

2/ Kirschrier<AssociatesdkInC.,t-Review:and,Summary of the Parent -Child
-Cdnter.Program,'March,Nt970; Progress Report 416, funded by
OCD-D/HEW.' '\\
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not take into consideration other Voluntary resources or
services contributed by the community" (p. 31) and noted that
'tile cost of federal administration of the programs was not
included in the centers' costs. The Kirschner. report contained
a weekly per child cost of $42.00.

Another studli:entttled "A Guide to Detekmining Costs ofi
a Child Day Care Center" was prepared by Connecticut's State
Planning Council, Child Day Care Task Force. Published in
December 1970, the docuthents listed 18 "cost items involVed
irr Establishing and Operating Day. Care Centers" (p.;3). While
this ligt included such disparate items as staff.development,
linens, parent-center activity ftind and. food, it did not mention
health, transportatidn or administrative costs-or ottier
neoOsary Supportive services,

In a center

o .meets all Federal Interageii'cy program
.reguirements,

o services one group of 15 'three-year
old children and

o is open 10 1/2 hours'per day: (for
example.7:15 a.m. - 5:45 p.m.);

0. 5 days per-week; 52 weeks per year, and '

.o 'provides full quality programming...

the first year star ....up and. operating costs
are $50 per week ppr Child; ,the second year
operating costs approximate $48 per vieek
per child. Certain cost items, however, vary
widely (e.g., space.rental, insurance,

Y-7%
utilities), depending on geographic location
and/or type'and could be expensive'
accordingly.. Also, the cpetating cost does
not reflect any'income,suCh as fees.that
MIF!ht.be charged and collected for the day
care services, By using existing resources,
dual capacity personnel, And volunteers,
and by increasing size of operation, actual
operating costs on a pel child basis can be
further reduced.1/

Gilbert Steiner's interesting...a alysis of the costs of day
care? / .rests on the assumption that .enters are 'the vehi,cle to
provile service. .

A Guide to Determining Costs of a Child. Day Care Center, by
The State of Connecticut,-State Planning Council, Child Care
Task Force-, Hartford, Connecticut.,-December 1970.

Steiner, ,Zilbert .i..The State of Welfare, The Brookings
Institution,: Washington, D. C. p. 65.

a

1
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His descriptive
:valuation of the District of Columbia's day

care program included these facts: The D. C. Public Welfare

Department, for FY/1970, requested
$3,254,300.00 in loCal and

federal funds for/day.care.
About three million dollars was

budgeted for day /care
services And the remainder for adminis-

trative expenses.
The average'qnnual

cost per chili was about

$1,200.00 or about $23:00 per
week per child. However, Steiner.

.pointed out that thiS allocation
did not cover the actual costs'

needed tO meet the standards
of the Federal

'Interagency Day

Care Requirements.

The National Capital Area Child Day.Care

/' Association
estimates costs at almost

$2,400.00 per child!/ per fifty week year.

Its standard
budget fOr a thirty -child

center exceeds $7T 000. Tight-fisted'

budget examiners
migNt.effect' reductions,

.but they cannot be consequential Unless

the pupil-:eachtr
ratio' Is drastically

revised.:,
1:lottoirer, NCACDCA:

salary ..figures

are unrealistically low. °Head teachers.

for a thirty child center are hard to

rj
come by at $7,300.00.

If theses per child costs
of..desftAble day

care are projected
nationally, the annual si

bill for all preschool AFDC children must'

be figured conservatively at $3 billion.2/

These ,311dother
day care 'studits concerned with costs' of.

quality child,, are seem to"point to an average
of $40.00 per

child as a moire realistic weekly cost than Vermont's $24.00-

$28.00, FAP/IV A rates.

t,
Fees/Rates/Costs lry 4-C area

Some real confusion about 4-C leaders'
'resmonsts to our

inquiries about fees, rates and costs are described in

Figure 6 which refleCts responses
from each of the eight.

Vermont .4LC :areas>:

1/ This would be $46.00 per week per child

2/ Steiner, Op.. cit. p.
aC

1
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'Figure 6.*

Fees/Rates/Costs by 4-C Area

Parent Fee Other

A

°

Cost Per Child

.

Varied according
to'the center !Ind
th'd nrioner of
childrcn

-I

.

.

.$30 - $32
.

.

$28.00 Centers
$24,00 Satellite
Homes

. .

-$24 $30

$16.00 Caretaker
$24.00 Group Home
$28.00 Centiers

. .

-

. 4-

Don't know

$15.00 $28.00
\

$2.4 - $28 . Sliding scale
w.

.

$10 - $25

.
.

Don't have one

.

.

.

-
.

Don't know. it
lose money at
$24.00

$28.00 $2a..00 in
Center only

Slidin,g scale
. ,
Fees to .

S.H. varies
..'

$30 - $37 .

.

$28.00 $28.00 in
Center only

Sliding scale $28 other
fee paying
parents .

.

$30 -,$32

.
.

.

$24:00 none Sliding scale - $30 7' $32

The yideorariations in 4-C responses were also evident in data
from day care operators who seemed either confused about the whole
subject of reimbursemeit or resigned to do the best they.could
with whatever they could .get.

mi,1.

Over 50% of the day care operators interviewed did of know ,

the established FAP/IV-A weekly rate per child for dAy re
services. Those who said they did know gave a varie of different
rates for each category. About half of the directors said that the
rate for FAP was $28.00. Other comments included: ."$28 for pre-
sch'ool and $24 for day care or school- age children-428 for
full' tiMe,child and $24 for a part time child.1.$15 to $24":

0

.
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Wheb asked to d scribe the majo issues and problems with
the Fee-Rate Scheduls, 4-C'leaders aid ".'..sites are not '.

meeting operating costs...at:_the preent'funding,level, we,dan
only talk. about custodial day care!--not child development...day .

csre'centers''bookkeePing is poor, they don't know.how to-bud-
get or.buy equipment...we can't go on lettingHead Start
absorb the cost of FAPand IV-A children...too much paper work
'forthe 4-.-C...best people are administrators; would like to
eliminate rubber stamping function-fee computation Procedure .

altogether from the LP-C...nded. defin'tions to interpret regula-
tions....operators are losing money::.can't offer decent .

salariesto trained and experienced eople in child develop-
ment-!..can't even pay federal minimun Wages...the people who
are working are housewives whOwant edittle extra money, or.
new idealistic collegegraduates...g od.pegale are not being.
paid enough...there is a rapid turno er of %taff'and low
morale.,."

However,most 4-C 'leaders did not know what portion of the
reimbursement received by. each site went into ancillary services,
.nor did they have any specific data on site in ome or expenditureS.

Two 4-C leaders stated that the Po1j,cy C MAittee estab-
lished'a weekly day care rateper ,childgot c ildservices in
their area: Others quoted the ofDicial stat rate as the 4-C
rate. Instances were cited wherethe.feesc edule wascreating
alhardship on families. One leader said it as "...unfdi:r to
judge. a person's ability to pay based on hi income fn paper.
A' more equitable way would be to useAental Health's foe 'sche-
dule based.on the'amount a person paid in axes after deductions',"

All the 4-C leaders knew the state se the fee-rate sche-
dule, Only three felt- they had participat.d in the rate
setting decision,-through meetings with!O D. Two leaders- said
the rates wdte set in October, 1971-, othe s said February 19.72,
and another said "about a year ago." Sev ral of the 4-g\ .
leaders were notified of the rates from a memo and a meeting
with SOCO. One 4 -C director.said that sJl had heard of the. memo
but had to. request a copy.,pne other.dire for'said there had
been no notification at all, while anothe-,:learned about the
'rates by reading "the state's. FApInterim Guidelines manual." 1/

The 4-C leaders interviewed suggested the f011owind
changes in the Fpe-Rate Schedules: "..'.should.be raised tb
$32.00...need definition of those getting assist nce"from
ANFC...need-training seminars in boOkkeeping with trained
accountant...eliminete parent' declaration forms for 'parents

I .

1/ FAPInterim Guidelines-and operating Procedures 1971

SOLD, Vermont
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whose feesylavebeen,waived...fees should be calculated on
basis of Family size, -'.and income, irrespective of .the number

\of children receiAng day care services...the cost of
"administering theParent fee system could exceed the amount
of. money ObtainedN n fees...would like tohAve an easy
reference -chart calculating and- computing ell the
situations on the present.fee-rate scheduie."

Day Care Advisory Boards
-.

. A majority of the-advisory.board members said that the
'state set the weekly 'rate schedule for day care sites. Others
said the rate had been set by the 4-C, the board or the day,,
care operator.' About half, of the'board meMbers said that the
board partidiOated in the decision These quoted a variety
Of figureS ranging from $2.00 a day per child to $32.00 for
FAP. Most of 'the board meMberstaid that the established
'rate was'$24 or $28 and most of them said that the rates were
set in'71971 or 1972, but a few said, they had been.set in 1969
or 1970.

. . ,

/Most/ of the site board members seated that the amount of.
the/fees and rates were not adequate to Meet the operain9
expenses of the site and commented: .

.

1'
/ .z No proLit made, adequate implies some money t

i ,.
/

is made beyond expenses for reinvestment,
to-replace and expand.;:.The cost is about

/ '$30.00 per week pen child...Apother whose
\I child isn't on State aid cannot afford

"./ $15.-25: A Mother pays'$20.00 for two
children but the actual CoSt is $60.00.
The deficit is suffered by the Board who
pays scholarships...The directOr seys the
reimbursement is not adequate because of
the.hours.the Centel is open;,..no, btt
we get by..,transportation is inadeqUate...
the fees and'rates are too little-for the
number of children here and also for.the
number of hours worked...not meeting
opereting wenses without federal help. .

fficially the fees and rates are adequate
it subterfuge .makes it so...yes,:the fees

er\e'adequate,but everyone workefor $2.00
per hour and makes it possible.'..Evee if

\\

all the children were reimbursed at $33.00
the.center would be. just making. it..'.the
fees adequate if-the number of children
is consistent but this-fluctuates." '.

2 I

no
Most of the advisory board memberS. interviewed,'however,

.

did t\know how, much the average weekly dal,' care, cost per
.

child was at their sites aid those who knew said it was
between 6124 and.$28 and.a feW said more than $30.

'

Y
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Parent Fees '

,.
For those parents interviewed, he average parent fee

was $10.63 per week and. ranged from $3.00 to $30.00. Of the
eighty nine interviewed, a total of 39 parents paid fees.

. Eight pardntS.paid between $20 - $30, twelve parents paid:
$12 ,-. $15; nine paid $5'= $,9.50;. and ten parents paid between
$3 and $4. c'

/Five parentsarents donated their time as volunteers to pay for
the day care service. Other parents donated food, toys,.
equipmerft, and supplies. A number of other.parents donated
$3 - '$5 pdr wet-k mitating'this was their contribution to the.localt

s5 match funds. Other parent's donated $5, $13, $33 ,or .$5-1 per
month.' One parent donated,$60 annually.

Parent Income

Twenty- five percent of the parents iptervi ed grossed.
less-than $75 per week'but 50% of t.1% parents too home less.
than $75 pet. week. About half the parentd grolsed"hetween
$75 and $99 per week but only 1/3 of the parents took home
that amount', . About 1/4 of the parentp,earned a gross salary
between $100 ,and $125 per ,Weelc but only 1% of the parents
said they took home that amount. Only 1/8 of, the parents
earned.a gross weekly salary of more than $125.00. Only:a
couple of.the parents. took $125.00 Home each week. There
were 37 families with two working parents and 60% of these
earned a combined Weekly salary of';more than $125.00.. The
next high st percentage of two working parent ea ed a
combined,thlary between $100.00 and $125.00 p4g w k.

a

Twenty two of the parents received additional income from
the government and half of those received wel*are'paymentd,
ranging from'$65.00 to $335.00'-peronth, Four of'these
received ANFC. in amounts which ranged from $62.00 to $138.00
per month:.. Thp. others received payments from WIN, FAP,, the
GI Bill, Child Care, Social Security, Food Stamps or. the
National Guard: Payments ranged from "$30.Q0 with'FAP".to
"$400.00 per month with Child Caren". A

Twenty three parents had a combined salary of more than;
$425.00 per week, and eight patents were paying between $20.04
and $30.00 ppr week for daycare.' There were nine.parents with
a Combined salary .between $100.00 and perweek and
twelve parents paid between $12'.00 and $15.00'fOr, day care
seryiced,each week.

'
, .

Most of the parents paid for the.seryiee:in casn'and
few paid by About half paid weekly and 25%'paid monthly.
The rest paid eithekbi-Weekly or daily; as the Children

'attended.
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Zaak of Money
. .

Most of the operators said there were things that could not
be done 'at the-si,te because of insufficient money. Given more
money, most of them said they would purchase play and other ;.
equipment, supplies and.health services-especially dental
services. About half said they needed'transportation,
skilled staff and health services. A smaljunumbey of
operators named a'need for more space and M6re

and
services.

One operator wanted to raite'staff salaries and another wanted,
to hire more staff.

Most of the day care staff interviewed agreed :there were
\things at their site. that could not be done because ther.e was
not enough money.. They said they wourd purchase equipment and,
supplies, and then health services and skilled staff, in that
rder.

The parents also indicated that they would like the site.
to have more materials and equipment and more health and dental
care. -.

1 1 ,

.

.
.

Durin\g an LIED visit- to a pilot site during the summer of.
1971,- an .operator had pointed out that the tables,. chairs'and
eithes that the day care children Were using would'all haiie to
be returfned to Head Start the following week when that program
resumed, andthe didn't know where to obtain additional .Q.

furniqlre or equipment for the day card children. '

The problelit of shortages-reached a larger audience when,
on May 3, 1972, SOCD'staff'heldthe-pres4ously described
meeting with sixty day care opeAtort and 4-C administrators,
wtiich.%:as covered by' the news media. I/

Summary

The.mosE controversial day care issue; still unresolved
as'this study drew to a close, wet-projected allocation of
limited funds for a Alay,Oare program that was'growing,faster
than it could be managed. Ironically, although more eiphasis
.had been placed on the control and allocation of money than
n any other.tingle element- of the FAP day care pretest ?../
neral.dissatislaction with fisca..policies and procedurp_

was widespread and could be traced to the following-factors:
. .

il/ Appendix R-1.

2/ Vis-a-vis eligibility.requirements, child-staff-ratios, fee/
:.rate scheduldi and hilling.and.reimbursement

prOcedihes. 4
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1. In a system -which stressed.uniformityof reimbursement
rates and eligibility standards,'there was no attempt to.
standardize costs. 6alary levelg'fluctuated from no compensation
for same day care operators to sUbstantial'salaries for
dminiStrative personnel. Costs varied frOmsite to.site
and 4-C to 4-0 and seemed to have little or no relation to
the sums of-money allocated to them.

2. Constantly changing and comp*icated billing procedures
and inad quate technicalSssistance created. time delays for
the oper tors who did not always understand the changes and
submitte incorrect or inadequate information. Some sites.
consistently billed as late, as three or Tour months after the
fact because, they said; they'd "forgotten" to include one
or two Children in a previous bill.

3. Lack of agreea upon Understanding of terms such as
full-time and part-time led to confusion and conflict, despite
the development of state definitions in an ettempt.o resolve
the issue.

4. 'While complaints were uniformly heard about deficiencies.
' due to lack of money, a $40,00.0.00 surplus accumulated at the
top during FY,'72 and generated controversy over whether it
should:be returned to the State's general fund or used to meet
day care Costs.

,5. Some. sites found it necessary to obtainbank loans or
to borrow:money frOM-4-C or personal sources in order. to pay
their hills when. reimbursement checks were late. This hand-
to-mouth style of operation seemed to characterize Vermont's day
care program and, as much as anything; reflected the absence
'of a "system" to get the jobslone. Day.caie provider's operated
on a week to week basis. and only the larger centers with
multiple funding sources had some fOrm of annualized budgets.

6.. Eventhough FAP and Title IV-A rates were integrated,
at the state level,-each program continued- to be administered
'independently because of differences in day care eligibility,
billing and accounting requirements. Therefore, program
integratioh at the 4 .7C or site levels was an unrealistic
expectation of state.and federal decision-makers..

. 7. Day care providers were expected to maintain a double
entry bookkeeping system which would-accurately reflect all
transactions by Mnding source. In practice, few operators.
'understood this requirement and, with some exceptions (such,
as'the large centens)' kept.relatively few 4nanciaixecods.

8: Although the FAP-day care pretest objective was
'provision of child care for. FAP eligible families,\there. was
no evidence that employers,made:financial-cOntributions to
support the program.
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9. There was no one individual or unit of .state gOVernment
which exercised budget .control over day care expenditures, a
glaring deficiency in a federally funded state - operated program,
Even-at-the 4 -C level, there were no regular updated records of
site, budgets, reimbursements or expenditures,, although a few
4-C leaders'attempted to maintain some records of bills for
reimbursement.

10. Some sites and ;-Cs affected cost savings through
central.or joint '11)'urchasing, 'even though there was no statewide
system to increase the benefits of such efforts.

11. The major problem with ancillary .services was inade-
quate funding. Anumber oflarge and small centers were
running d.ficits due- to a low reAbursement rate which didn't.
cover certain supportive services,.

. The probleMlwas further.. complicated. when FAP and IV-A
rates did not match the Head Stfft.rates. are-sult, operators
either did.mot provide equal- d9.y care ,services, or°they _ran
ap deficit trying to subsidiie the .FAP/IV-A children.

i7N. I po
,.
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Chapter 4

CONTROLS

Vcirmont day carefproviders were Jexpected to comply with federal"
and state regulations and requirements despite the absence of'an
_information system aridVithe lack of ,a clearly defined delivery
system. Only th6 state licensi g process could be sharply

.identifiedasecontro.Mechanism.
.

s
i

Through a Variety cf documdpts, an atteMpt was m e to .

impose controls vertically from federal to State,.and y en to
area 4-C organizat.ions and today care sites.

. .

In order to evaluate,this aspect of VermonEl.s day care
'operations, LIOD staff investigated six obvious: areas of
control:

1

0

FAP and Title,IV Arules, as enunciated
in the HEN/Vermont Contract, the
Operations Plan, the FAP Interim
Guidelines and Operating Procedures-and
other related federal and state
doCuMents;

Federal InteragenCy Day Care Requirements;

VerMont:stete licenSing policies.and
procedures; 1.

Vermont day care contracts compliande;,

...Vermont day care budget control; and

VerMont day care program quality control.

-Since the exercise o
4
f control or'enorcement,rests upon the

assumption-that 'the rules are known and understeodAwe asked'
ithat question in different- ways of all personsinVQ1ved in day

careoperations,.enforcers and compliqrs at every level...
Fifteen, of the state officials'intervieWed, said. thy had a,copy
of the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements, .nine did -not;
and two didnot knoW whether they had one ar .not.. Twelve of
the interviewees said they dnderstoodhowto'comply with them;
six did nct.- Only eleven of the offiCia),S said they Were ex-
pected.to'comply-with Two140 the officials-who said
they were expected to co ply with the regulations also saidthey.
did not landerstand how 41 comPly_with themr despite their long
term involvement, in the' FAP day. care pretest.. Two other
officials said they did.nOt know if they.were expected to comply
with theml anyway. . .



4

ft.

- 238

Most of the state officials interviewed-had copies ofsthe
Vermont. Licensing_ Regulations the Interim Guidelines and .

Operating Procedures and the 4-C Guidelines, Soveral state
officials.also mentioned other regulations in their files;
including .Title IV A Guidelines,' the State IV A Plan; -Ehe,
standards for'caretaker (unlicensed) homes,.a rough draft...of
new revised licensing regulations and copies ok_relevant
legislation. Only two interviewees.said they did not have -

copies of any regUlationg at all.. Seventeen of the state-
officials said they understood how to compiy:with:Lbege
regulationS;,four did not and One wasn't Sure: .Seventeen -said
they were expected to .comply with them, two said they:mere not
expectedto comply. and ehree said they.did not know.. Two of'7
the. officials who,said- they were.expecEedto comply with Ehe.
regulations'alSo_said they did no:E Understand how to do'so. At
the day.CaresIte level, most of the, day careyoperatorssaid

: they nad acopi of the VermOTit bay .care LicensingTegulations,:
two thirds had the Interim"Guidelines'and Operating TrocedUrek'

.end -about half of thein had the 4 C regulations. Mostbi..the
'operators said-they ,understood hoW to. comply` with the regnla
tions 4nd were expected.tocormlply with. them..

, .

Federal Inter enc
said they undeistobd and w6re'ex'pected-tb:Comiiily.'with'them.

Only about-one:11 1:of the directors had,,a',copy..of the
'rCe Re'quirements,.but.most of them'

Most of: the adv.iSory.board.Members sUrVeyed:'saidthey had ,.

responsibility to. help th'e'ir site!oPecat6s,.z- comply With'the:day
care regulations. by. providing personalassiatance:
Seven. of them- said they helped by transmittingstat&and:federal.
regIllations to their. operatOrS and six said they.evalbated
program activities and administrative operations. :A few others'
said they also-helped .to'transmit'instructions.froM the 4-C- .

'Committee to the operators.

'CHILD-ADULT RATIOS

.Ve'rmorit's PAP day' care pretest cmphasized:tOmajer:ereaS
of:control., moneyAand!phildr-adult ratios.,'Ofthese, the-
became- the.mOst Important'eleMen't draWn-from the Federal Inter".
agenCy'Day'Care Requirements.

1"P

MdYe of the state OffPlals knew thechildadult'require-
ments in t,tie FIADCR.and in:he 'Vermont day care, licensing
requirements than they did those in theNerment 'Interim Guide-.
lines and Operating Procedures, Two officials. said they kney
of exceptions that had 'been\permitted to the:federal' or state
Child-adult ratio,' five knew Of no exceptions and eight did
knoW if exceptions vere-permitted. Twelye,officialS saidthey

: did not want tomake any changes, in the ratio requirements, and
two sa5,d` th6y did .not know if 'hey wanted .to' make any changes:
Three officials offered: the fd. lotting comments: -
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. Why should the ratio be the same during
all portions of the day,when the children's
activities vary, such as eating vs.,napping?...
The Federal. Standards should be clearer...
The state standards should take into consid-

. . n experience training of the-
staff...The regulations heed definition and
clarif:cation for teenagers.

Three considered 1:5 a'wrIt.Able childnadult ratico. Ten other
officials. commented that a workable, child-adult ratio depends.
on the age. of the children.

Other impor ant.considerations were mentioned as having
impact on a workAble child-adult ratio. These included: size
of the facility gualeifi6ations and experience of staff and .

chara,cteriZicS f th- children (i:e. health status, language
or speech problems,..d.sabilities .). One person_ said that no.
child under two years of age s uld be enrolled at a center.

At the site level, most of the operators were aware of the
Child-adult ratio re uirement.s inthe Vermont Day Care licensing..

_r_resula-tion-s-dndaboU. half ,of them were aware of the ratio
,,requirements in the. D,DCR and the Vermont Interim Day.. Care
A,Guidelines andOberaqing Procedures. About half the operators
did not kno if thedrea 47C enforcea.compliance with the .

feaeral and tate ch..1d-adult -ratios whine abollt one third of
them said latthe 4 C did enfo;ce-compliantel "by checking and
always, a. ing gue-sti ns." Ab0rt half the,operators did not
know if here were a y.exceptions permitted to-the federal or
state id-adult ratios and only four said they knew that

ptions,were permitted, and they explained:

*1/4 One cente did not Nave enough molley for_staff
, so they,hai an improper ratio.,)Onelady was

granted a icense for .two more children because--
. 'her aawn,c1.i ldren,in the 6th and 7th grades
were waive' from the number of children in

the center ..The State licensing, regulations
for.a day are home will,allew for ten
children u der special circumstances if
a'pproved f.1 the licensingidepartment.

Only 10 direct,aranted.to make.changes in the child-adult '

ratios. Their reasons .included.

It is better to 'car for a ew adequately
instekad'of taking or too many hildren...
ratio should be Set depending u .n age,

. .maturity and special problems rat r than
..a.flat number ac?oss the board:..ea

situation must be treated individuall
it. should be like toseelmo

5 t.



- 240

adults per childrgn children need more b t

they won't pay yOu enough to get more...
regulations are too stringent for the amount
of fundS avalalable...childadult"ratios
should be based on the number of adtlts
working directly with kids, not the number.
Of adultsat the site...funding levels are
too low to, keep a good adult.ratio...for
'children under two, 1:4 is abetter ratio,
especially in.a large group.

Most of the operators considered 1:5 a workable ratio. About
24% of the directors thought 1:8 or 1:10 was a Workable child -
adult ratio, however most of them lified their answers with
the following:

Aveage out some kids 1:5, 1:10,. 1:12
for varying age-groups the site...
1:5 applies to.4 year .olds at least ,

1:6.for 4-5 year olds, 1:7 for kinder-
- garten tpr 6 -10 year' olds... .

depends on the alge of the childrend,.
need bore adults working directly. CiTth
the children to allow for more prog-ram
flekkility.%.at nap time.not so.many
adults are needed..;.1:4, I could handle
four but.°I qleed helpto,work with 5 or
6 childrenr.1:2, Jp.cause,lids nowadays
really need help...need. ratio for
de8ent program in order to provide more
than custodial cara...1:5 is aboUt what
an adLilt can handle...I wou.id\require
enotigh staff to supervise all areas...
.want to 'make sure child -adult contact is
high...ratios are good for safety...
can't do shything very constructive with
more than 5' children....this ratio alrlows.:r
for staff to be freed Lip togive one Child

'attention when he or she needs it:

When day care site board members were asked_about adult-.

child-ratios, most of them said they were aWareofthe ratio
requirements in the Vermont Day Care.LicenSing Regulations and
'the .Federal Interagency Day' Cazle ReguArekents. Only about half
of the b.6-6Ydembers were -aWar'47of7tlieVerment Interim Day Care
.Guidelines and Operating Procedures..

most of the board members said they helped .the
direct4t epmply with the federal and state child-adult' eatios,
primarily by '.authorizing salaries for additional staff. Other'
board members volunteered their time or arranged for other
v nteers tolMeet the ratio requirements. One board member
s ressure was exerted- by the board ..on the director to hire
som ore staff,, to meet' the requirement.
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. Most of the board members. said they knew that there were
no exceptions permitted, and those who said they were aware of
exceptionS'indicated that those wern unofficial and,informal.

staff member's bab'' sitter does not show up and'she brings Eer'11

For example, duri ,a crisis, such as staff illness, or-"when .a
. .

other children to Work with her". Two of the board' members said
they were currently considering changes in the,child-adult ,

ratio. One board was hiring another staff perSon and another was
recruiting additional veluntees from the ranks of elderly ,

.

retired eersons. '1'hree,bther board members commented that it
was "not their plape to change the ratios" because they were
"goveLned by the state" and simply complied. ,

About one fourth of the state Official* said they did not
know if the 4-C Committees enforced compliance with the. federal'
and state child-adult ratios., Of those who said they knew,
three. said that the 4-Cs did not enforce compliance and five
others said they did, in the following ways: "libiting the
placement at the day care siteS...not ccntracting with
facilities. that don't compiy...4-Cs ask for compliance."

In gene 1, state officials and day care staffs seemed to
agree on the hild-adult ratio issue. There seemed to be con-,
census that the ratio depended on the age and maturity of the
children, the qualifications of the staff and the types Of
activities they engaged in. T4ey'seemed. to agree that a.set
ratio cannot take into consideration all the aboye mentioned
factors.. .-

0

In enfqrcing ratio compliance, the day care site advisory
boards seemed to play the Most potent and effective roleWith
their ability .to authorize the hiring of-new staff and their
-help with volunteers,. This was especially important` when
contrasted, with enforcement by the area 4-C or the:State, which,
in many instances, could only ask for compliance* punish for
non-eempliance by withholding funds or closing the site.

ompliance with child,adultNatios was difficult to .gauge
because of the fluid nature of thd variables taken into ,

consideration. These! ncluded:

. L. Child attendance.

Identification of enrollees as full time or past time varied
widely in' the absence of state standards Which clearly identified
these categories. We found that.qhildren were identified:as,
full time enrollees who attended:anywhere from five to eight'or
mere hours a day, generally fiye days a week, Parttime enrollees
attendance varied froM a couple of hours a day, once every week
or two, to four hours per day, five days per week. Some children
attended sporadically, on anus- needed basis, sometimes full
time, sometimes part time.

.0
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o' 2. Staff attendance

Similar probleMs existed in attempting to compute full or
part-time adult attendance, particularly since Volunteers
were included in the .ratio. For example, in attempting to
t.abUlate child-adult ratios at .the fifty sample sitesi.LICD

u'evaluatorS found the. datf too unreliable to use, particularly.
since standardized attendance records and reports did' not
exist. .

O

,3. Volunteers'

Volunteers were computed. in the child-adult ratio and,,
as expected, had-a fluctuating attendance. Nevertheless, We
found no evidence of an attempt to,grapple with this issue,

9

either in any bf the Vermont work or even in the Federal v.
IDteragenC.y DaY.Sare.Reouire.D=1§/ which set forth the nunerical .

ratios but stop short of explaining how to achieve them.

4. Special problems

Children who require more adult attention becpuse of age,
handicaps or other special considerations, presented ratio
compliance .1.-oblem At the same time, staff capability seemed
either to reduce or to:_increase'ratio problems, pointing up the-
importance, of shared information, useful training experiencts
and variations in adult roles and responsibilities.

5. Activities.

Ratios were also affected by facilities, equipment and supplies,
since the nature and type of child-adult interaction and environ-
mental factors were said to have a bearing-on the number of.
children each .adult could. successfully handle at any given

Achild-staff-ratio- policy had been developed by.the state
OCD and approved by the HEW-OCD: project officer in October of.1971.
This policy specified that

(1) Centers are to allowed to enroll
above their licensed capacity. This is to
be done.grOually and in reasonable'
increment(of new enrollments. ,This to
promote the fullest Rise of the liC1'.!nsed
capacity by raising the average daily "4

attendance to the limit of the Licen d
spaces.

(2) An enrollment policy will-be re uired
of eachcenter. Requiredof icy will
be statements and official po itions of the
day care center regarding vacancies,
absentees, and tile identification of groups,
etc.
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A system of
,
.enrollment records shall be required

of the day care Center' for their use in the.
deteminationol staff requirements and for
'evaluation by the Licensing Unit., in determining
compliance.and'equity of staffing.

(3) The attached ippart7.:.yts the basic numerical
formula for staff 'requirements. Rather tharr
on-site attendance being the significafit
and, observable factor of staff ratio requirements,
the formula relies on enr?llment records.

The class is not.ta exceed `:15 members age 3-5.
'(strongly recommended)

.A class of up to 8 children enrolled shall
require One adult. When enrollment
numbers 9 children the class will require a
second adult regardless' of attendance., If

!enrollment exceeds 15 a third adult must be
.added.

Ma. of Children No.'of Staff Required
in Care for Groups of Children ,
enrolled. ,9Ps.. 3-5

1

2

3'

4

5

6

:8
9

10

12 0

13
14
-15

1
1 %"\

1

1

1 enrollment maximum for 1 adult
.2 second adult- requirL

J
2

2

2

2

I

17'
2 requested maximum no. of.chfidren,

It seemed evident from survey responses received, however,

that the policy,as statecLeithbr had not been implemented in the
fie d or was inadequate to anwer the complicated-questiOn
rais d by operating staffs.

1/ Letter from"Jban G. Babbott, M.D: to Sam.Granato, October 4,
1971, .

, -
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LICENSING

Vermont's official interest in day care problems-began
to take form in 1966 when the state first required licensing of
day- care facilities by the State Department of Social Welfare.

..,
.

..

.

Due to limitations of staff and other resources, most of
.

the earliest licensing Work hours.were.devoted to,fogter homes.
, But even". private kindergartens and nursery. schools had come
underthe licensing requirement by July 1,,1970 when day care
licensing was transferred from the Departmerq of S)c-1. Welfare
to the State Office of `Economic Opportunity and r.::'1e-ted
official recognition of the need for upgrading child care
standards..

In September, 1970, under the FAP pretelst structure,
Rolland Gerhart was transferred to SOBO"s day care unit as
Chief Licenser. His mission included the development of a
statewide day care licensing system and its implementation with
a staff of five additional licensers.

By December 31, 19704,Mr. Gerhart had completed a new set
o f licensing standards to cover day care, kindergarten,
nursery school and That Vermont calls non-recurring day care
services, i.e.,-temporaryeare for-children of seasonably
employed parents.

By February, 1971, a central index was set up wi h a
.master control but new problems surfaced For about s.x mory hs,

there. had been considerable clerical staff turnover, wi

functions. The master index, as afun result; 'suffered a temporary
obvious effects on routine clerical posting.and other secretarial,

delay in the absence of -an office procedure which could have
d eployed personnel to maintain the. file. It is worth noting -here,

. ineidentally,;tHat this licensing file was the only state record
of all known day care sites in Vermont and'contained.all the
statistical data available,'Acept for the caretaker (unlicensed)
homes.

The philosophical intent of the 'licen ng system, as stated
in the licensing dirisiOn's liteta re Was "te,proNte_the..
philosoPhical and legislative int t of providing good' physical
care, responsible supervision an wholesome growth- t-ld

educational exPeriences as outl ed in-the7I96-6-Day7Care-Eaw."

t

The licensing procedure in Vermont was a simple di:.ect,
system aimed atpromoting the eekive participation.betWeen
applicant and licenser and. the use of a minimum number of forms.
The'sArstemHused very few forMs &nd those Were easily read :and
completed-;--ACcOrdingto.-the' Chief Licenser, this method "prometeS
and identifies the likeness of ideas, expedites the'correction
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ar,resolution of problems, and .prompts mutual xonfidence in both
the system and persons,involved." 1/

An application form begins the.liCensing procedure. 2/
As a rule, a prospective applicant.has had some informal contact
with licensing offiCial. to learn hOw to apply,.

The completion of the application is construed"
by this office to mean that the day care
facility is in fas:t.ready for the licensing
investigation and'has as far as posSible complied
with all regulations and standards for day -care
licensing;

The first obstacles of any magnitude after application were
tvo mandatory inspections: 1) Environmental Health; and
2) Fire and Safety. 4/, The former was conducted by an
Environmental' Sanitarian from the EnvironMental Health Division
of the .State Health Department, the latter by a'Building Inspector
from.the Fire Mar hall's Division of the Department of"Public
Safet.y; Both of hesc inspections had to be satisfactory or
the application wa:fi rejected at this point,

If the application was rejected for failing ether of these
inspections, the aOlicanthad the optionof correcting
deficiencies to comply with the regulations and then requeSting
a re=inspection. applicant received copieS of, both
reports and,a descip,tive letter of findings from the state
licenser. These materials were designed to point out'the areas
where regaptions were not met, :end to specify the particular
remedy for each failure. At the option of the inspector or
licenser, thege-inspectioncould be concerned. either with the
regulations in question or with a more comprehensive re-
investigation.

When all the materials were in, the.licensi-ng unit issued
a document in which .the judgment of the 14censer resulted either ,

in granting or denying a license to operate a day care site.'
,

ere were three different types of licenses which could
be issued: Regular; Provisional and Spedial..

1/ Do amentn9 Licensing System, Child Day Care Licensing,_
c Rolland C. Gerhart, Jr. p. 3.

.
.

.

2/ See Appendix D-1 forka detailedflow chart .of the li.censi0
process. .

. .

3/ Child bay Care Licensing, Rolland Q. Gerhart, p. 1,

Licensing Procedure Document .#10.
.. .....__. ..: .. . .

.

4/ In FY '72,r-dr licensing division had one Fire Marshall and
one Sapi r,zai-0 vailable for every 200 applicatibns.

1

40,
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When all standards and..,regulations are
meet, a Regular license is issued. The
license is for one year from day of
issuance Wles's otherwise indidated.

.

When, in the judgment of the licenser, the
facility and, staff considered, safe
and adequate for a day hare service, -.

but does not meet all the standards and
regulatiUns for day care, a Provisional
license maybe is2ued. A provisionbI
license is granted to applicants who
intend to follow all the. standards and
regulations for liconsure.'

A provisional 'liCense my be in e,fiect no
more than one year...(a provisional '

license) (lives the child day Tare service
time to meet all; standards and regulations
whi,le in operation. Failure to succeed in
meeting standards and regulations within
'..hp period of, the provisional license will
mean ikbview of, the license. If within one
year the stridpr6s and regulations vrhieft
were originally unmet remain unmet, la

regular license will not be issued..

',21" SpeCial license may be issued to eerm.i.t
.

certain. exceptions to the standards and
regulations for child day care. .These
exceptions shall not be made to regulations
which guarantee a.minimumof health and,..
safety...special, lic6n8es are issued only
when .there is reason 'o believe the
exception is in the bes" interest of the.
children served. 1/

.
. .

0 TheoretiCally, observathn of the child care .service
follows licensing in.order to, evaluate. the effectiveness of the ,

. program, its staff., and the adequacy of he physical plant and 4

equipment: The day care licenser may or-may not, at his or her.
discretion, make an appointment to observe the.program-in---
opqration. The applicant and staff of the\child care service
agreed to-and should. have been preparecyor a visit by the
licenser at any time. In actual practice, however, VerMont's.
licensing staff spent very little time evaluating prOgr6m :

effectiveness..
.

.

. .

. .

.

rOne other fact deserves special note here.' As of this
',Titing, Vermont had no. legal appeals, procedureo.to aecomodAte
a rejected licensing appliCant. liowe;,,,er, LTCD staff. did ofAain.

V Op. Cit., p. .T.
..:-

.
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a copy of "what most likely will be our procedure" from the
Chief Licenser.

Interestingly, whenstate officials were.asked if there was
.a licensing appeals procedure, four of them said there was,,
four said they didn't know and only onesaid there!was none.

It should also he noted here that the licensing staff, was
reduced to three field licensers from,five during the second
half'of FY '72, -despite considerable public pressure for more.*
day ca.re Sites in Vermont.

The View froth the Sites and the State

LICD'sinquiry concerning the licensing .process coveted
the State, the 4--C 'areas and local sites. At the local site

. level, 'questions concerning licens'ing. were asked =of the fifty
site directors. At the State:level, we intervi6ved three,of
the four state licensers (the fourth was unavailable), the Fire
and Safety' Inspector. 1/ am the Sanitarian as qpil as .other, st,te-
'officials directly involvel in the day care system.

Of the fifty sample ites, the preponderance,of them held
a regula'r license. Genera ly speaking, the operators were
aware of their licensing st us:. although, in a number of cases,
,there was some conf6sion, mos of it confined to sl.teswhich
were'in a transitional period of moving'into a new,facility,
hdying their license renewed or changing the status of their
lifense.

o
.

If any system is to operate ,effectively, adequate commiki
cation is a top priority. -In order to get a pictiArc of
contacts with State lioensers we asked the following queStio4::
"How often do you communicate directly with the Sthte day carL
licensers?" The response, in general; .was "very littlp". Of the
total respondents, fifteen answered "seldom" and twelve said
monthly". Ten directors indicatedthattheyineverad. any

communication or that communication was once .pet- ydar
at license renewal time. This lack ofcomMunication could be
attributed smarl' licenSing staff whicil covered. the whole
state, _

'

01tc site described' a. problem which pointed %.

to a lack of communication within .the state OCD
This .small day.eare home operatOr had_applied for.a licenSP---
to care for cil:lildren after receiving literature in the mail
%Tlich.promoted the need for homes. Within 4-6 weeks,, she was
fic'onsed, after installing a fence to comply with licensing
regu>a<<IZ...

. . co

After attending a 'oh6 week tr4ining session conduCted by
the State, she waited, in vain for childteri to be assigned to

c. her home, all the while ontinuingto receive literature on,
thy- "pressing need" ffor day care sites. Nevertheless, she

t

4.

A1/ Building Inspo,(tor
.

z

.
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was never assigned any children to care for despite her further
inqUiries. -Eventually, the licensing division renewed her
license. rinally.after making further 'inquiries without
success, she 'accepted a job and 'Thave up on day care."
Futher, this mite was incnded un the current licensed
day care .list used by L1CD to select sample s'ies for
this study.

According to-the licensing procedures as published in
Vermont';'7the decision concerning the issuance of a .license to
an applicant will be made within thirty days. When site.
directors were asked "How long did it take for 'your site to be
licensed.after submitting an, application ?" five answered four,
to s±-x-weeks, fourteen - answered more than six weeks, ten
responded thattheY didn't know while twelve .indicated that
they were gram'ed a liCense within the thirty day period,

Oh the Statelevel,of the ten people respOnding, only
one answered between two to four weeks. Five indicated they
didn't know!, and four arivered that .it took six weeks or more.,
One 'licenser answered that the average time was six weeks, but
that in many cases, "vendors and licensers just give up in
disgust" over the amount cf time it takes to get adecision
from the State., Another.respondenttold us thatiome pljp.ces
have waited, up. to one, year and some "just rive up" Many
times; these delayswere blamed on the lack of staff:

a

Despite what appeared tobe problems in timing and communi-
cation, when,asked "Do you feel that the .licensing regulatiOns
are reasonable?" thirty -two directors answered yes, and only
nine answered no..'

In answering questions which Were designed to evaluate
their.understanding of what the licensing proceAa shOuld be,
with feweXceptions the State licensers seemed to be fully' in
agreement. We asked, for exa41e, if "the site operators
(are) notified of license approvals and/or rejections
which, according to the regulations, should be the case. Se'ven

out of the nine respondents answered "yes" with-only two answer7
ing "don't know," ..Other tjuestions, concerning,,the length Of time
a provisional and/or regular license may be in effect,and hew.
Jong it takes, after all standands and regulations ,are met,
b&fore the .license i eiv&d by the vendor, were answered,
with equal, unanimity and d standing by all state officials.
This is important to remember in view of the fact that pro-
blems may.not have stemmed from the standards themselves, but
rather frem:management deficiencies includife, insuffilcient staff.

Of the two field licensers interviewed, both had
'Bachelor's degrees and Were earning an Fverage of $9000 per
-year. Both indicated that most.of the raining, they received
Wasobtained from using the Thiokol training. Manual and acknow-
ledged that it had "not much to do-with licensing." 'The two

N
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licensers interviewed were split evenly on the -need for further.. training-

Biggest complaint of the licensers was their inability toeffectively do their job due to the shortage of staff and theresulting increase in the workload. For example, one licenser,who, felt more training was needed-,
also felt. the need forincreased .staff He indicated that he had "six, counties to

cover and can barely keep. up With wbAload".
Because hecOuld', notconsult with site operators, his time was relegated to ''t_rvingto put out fires instead of anticipating problems".

.

. .

The other licenser indicated much the same- concerns.
"We. need more consultations. with site director'---but can' t 1:.done=-With existing licensprs" In addition, b th licensers
told us that there was netraining

as .such for, the staff "tohelp them deal with problems of the sites".
-

, ,

I
.The cutback in. staff also' impacted the state's ability tomonitor sites for compliance with regulations after the licensewas i -sued. Nev'titheless, 'the Chief

Licenser expressed a strong
.desiTeNto move into compliance ionitoring.

'b
.

,

,.Vern nt 'had one'building Inspector working for sou day
care, on 1 an from Phe -Fire Marshall Division in the Department
of public S' fety- With less than two.years of icollege experienceandtno specs l. preparation for the- job, his only "trining" was
a "bull session. every' Monday in the Fire Marshall's Office"

. Tho other.half. of the technical inspection team' was theSanitarian who inspe)Cted fqcilities to make. sure they tom-
plilad with all state. health regulations ' and. codes. ,A.,sanitar:
iaA trainee fftiro the Environmental Health Division of the

'VermOnt Health Del artment,-he,was a WIN trainee in the FAP program.
.

.

His background 'included Some courses as a music stu ant. ,-The sanitarian received some trai hi ng after he began. working
.,in day 'care ,- attended Hearth Department blaSses on sanitation

and some staff Meetings for environmental' health assistants.By his own standards, these experiences wererinadequate and .heexpressed the nebd fbr more training. When interviewed, hewas taking. correspondence courses on his , own- initiative -with
HEW, in Atlanta, Georgia: in- addition, he-,.was attending classeswith the National Association of Sanitarians Ovei:y two months.
He said that attempts to have the' Health Department 'review' his
reports and to provide. hip with technical assistance had ende3 in
frustration. -

. . e ;r- .

..

.
.

. : It would appear then,' that the Vermont Health Department
assigned an inexperienced trainee to the day care. program
withbut providing adequate 'Supervision, technical assistance
or training to ensure the highest quality of performance..

. -Judging from the .backg:ound and training of the inspectors
pins 'the decreasing staff of the' day care licensing division,
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it qid-pot appear that Vermont_pled.much importance on the
licensing process or the ..cal-6-that it was designed. to play in
the delivery of quality. day care.

The View from.4-C

4-C. involvement in, the licensing' process can be demon-
strated on a continuum:

C F

D G
x A. B

Very actively Minimally involved
involved.

Not involved
at all

The level' of their involvement seeMed to depend on the
4-C's'Arterestin licensing, their relationship with the
licensers, and their. knowledge of and attitude toward, the
licensing regulations. The following are profiles of each
4-C 'describing this involvement with the licensing, process.

qpe 4 -C feeder was a 'friend of the state.licenser who
lived in the same town so they informally. rommUnicated.when-

/' ever a. licensing,situation arose; For'example, when' the-renewal
of a site lirense led to its suspension, the licenser notified
the 4-C which provided help-tothe site to obtain a license.

This 4-C loader todk-t
she saw compliance with lie
quality ,day care... In this
site temporarily when the o
When an operatbr was4discov
license,- the same 4C leade
Attorney Gerieral's office t

'eTCSIligqefY seriously becauSe
nsing regUlations as.a step 'toward
ame area, the 4-C clOsed down one
,orator refliSed to get. a license.
red to be funttioning without a
told us, she went to the state

,see what could be done.

Another 4-C 'leader. established 'a working relationshiP-
with the licenser in that area through informal communications.

One other 4.-C leader was more active in following up,
licensing activities than:in helping operators initially with
applications. T1-4s 4-C. director -said she had established a
good.personal r"g.Aionship with the licensers who provided
the 4 =C with Status reports and fire and health reports for
each site in the 4-C.area.

On 4-C leader saw th._ licen&ers weekly on' an-informal
basis. Bore, too, the.1.5.,:ensers asked for-the 4 -C leader's
Minion regarding licensing applicants, then followed through
.by providing'the-4-CWith informal information..regarding- the-
stats.of licensing activities in that .area.- Otherwise, this
4-C was not actively. involved-with licensing of its sites.

Another 4 -C organization obtai.ned.most of its information
frbm the state's chief licenser and tried to remain informed'.

ce

0
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. .

. about licensing activities in its area, but did not become

.dircctly involired with the operators. WhenprebleMs, arose,
the 4-C director "discussed" the Problem.with. the site operator

.

and the licenser.

To another 4-C leader, licensing was 1"nota priority"
concern. This 4-C transmitted the regulations tc the operators,
but.never saw the'licensers and was "notified" when a 'site's
license had been suspended or withdrawn.' -When.asked,if

'.' 4-Q was aware.of.any sites operating without a license, the
response was "1. hope I wouldn't know!" This 4-C. leader didn't
know how sites were notifie0 of licensing approvals.. and-didn't

know the most cOmmon reasons for rejection of Jicensing. This
leader complained, however, that there were no definite regula-
tions with specific: instructions about what'should be.done in
all cases..1:7or example,. the. need was expressed for a full
explanation about renovating buildings since the interpretation.
of the regulations variV with differentinspectors.

The'Minutes of one 4-C. Policy Board nweting contained tfie
fellowing:

There was lencity discussion on theproblem of
meeting the fire,..and health requirements. There.

4 was feeling expressed that although the -lads were
reasonably stable their interpretations differed°
according to the :inspeCtor:.. suggested' it might.'
prove expedieilt for 4-C to retain the service, of
an architect.who could work on the problc.-.1
the `State inspectorS.. feels, as a group,'it
cannot'-afford totjearn.byits mistakes and needs
some guideli.nes. It*as suggested the Stat9 ZAP

1 'people might find money' to secure this service
since the local 4-C lackS ,resources 'also
suggested makihg legisruters aware of Oir'probleM
might be advantageous. The :4-C,Director assured
the group (the. state) was aware of the problem
and had been. meeting with State inspectors....
.It was important to get:as many-signatures from
--the State as `.possible as material can be
preted in many. different ways, key people
and the turnover in perponnelin the Fire-, and.
Health Department'ean reallyjbPset a Centdr!s
budget. .
Another 4 -C received most of its licensing information

by "word of mouth" either, from the day care operators or.
occasionally from othe licenser. Although' thi-s 4-,,c leader ,

formerly licensed foster homes, she was not sure who should
be licensed -for day-care and_said 'she "never gol a straight
answer from the-state." In this area, the day care centers.
seemed to be More-actively involved in prmading the rguld-.
.tions to Satellite Homesthan.was.the 4-C:committee.

)
. .

. ,
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Another 4-C, leaden never saw licensers, had nothing'
to do'with the- licensing of mites, and did not know if. sites
in t is area were licensed or not.

As one 1-C loader said' "life in, Vermont- is very informal",
which m be the and there is much to be said for con-
ducting business in. an informal manner.' But it would .seem that
a certain amount of CorMality may be ,:necessary when dealing 1J4.-h
licensing regulations and, requirements;

* In its "LicenSing PreCedures", the State of Vermont was:. '..
- very clear that ".....except ,for unusual, extenuating. circtimstances

all applications will .. be acted on and:. a. license granted or ,.
denied within th rty days of. the receipt of applica4on" This...0. :..

,particular provis. on apparently .,vas never .made clear to 4 -C
1Caders% When asked the que7stion::How long does it-uSually. take '

a day care site to be licensed after sub-M4 tting an .'application?" ,
only one respended that it Would 'take, between one and .four weeks.
The remaining seven either dia'n' t' know or felt it was more th:an.
six weeks; . In response to a. question concerning the most common
ptoblem found by the 'State for rejecting .a licending application,
the' only reasons given were eithqr health, .safety or. the, made= ..
gtacy, of the facilities. The most -frec']uellt. answer given, 'how7
ever, was "don't know". .

In general, therewere some in°':.eresting 4 -C responses to
our licensing questions. Most people Said. that .the re was "no
such thing" as operating without a lie-cse with a legal waiver.
Another gro'up indic40:d that. all. si'ceshad temporary, or
visional. licenses and did not know- of any sites with perment:
licenses.' Others expressed confusion t the difference be-
tween .a temporary, provisional or special icense. One -4' -C'
leader stated. that there was "no such thirig. as a special license."

There. were a° vaTiety -Of conjectures ,.,CMost of them inacdUrate,
about. the lengt time a site could operate with a provisional
license One 1 der ndicated that 'sites had. proviSional: licensea
fot one year and e longer. Another Said "maybe a year- -we've
had them a year." Still aiwther,i.ndicated tat the length of .

ptovisional licenses varieeRr They .can:go on 2naefinitelyi," adding ,
'that uovisionaL.licenses get renewed and circumstances can
these /renewals to be repeat'd:... ThiseerSon also-said" "there" As 'a,-
.provisional license for health and one..gor. fire:"

. Many 47q leadera said they b li'evedithat it took anwhexe.
from /two weeks tb six weeks for care st/e4po be licenSed.
after stibmitting="an applicationr:;, a. houg two people.did.not
know holong .it , took to. become s4Gbilsed.' Many 4 -C leaders-.
indicated( that,the:timing. depended on two ,f'R,!tors ; what the
site.neeg9d- to meet, the 1 idensing ;.reguireme As and the.

'schedule and Workload Of tht licenser. In one area, -the
licenser .often approved 'a temporary AiCene during the first.
`visit to the Site.. .-

,r
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khen askCif- site dperatprs were notified of license
approvalsand rejections ip writing, six 4,-C ldaders answered
"yes" while two indicated. tticy,"didn't.know.." SiMilarTY,'
when asked if the 4-C committee was*directly involved in the
notifi'ca'tion to site operators ofolicense approvals or re- ct

jections, seven leaders answered "no," while one answbred-
"don't'know." /

Answers to the' following questiog reflect the informality
of the information process:

"Do you know when a'd.ay care site

(a) receives a license?
7 (yes) 1 (no)

(b) receives a temporary license'?
7'(yes) .1 (no) 1

(c) is rejected upon application for a license?...
`4 (yes) 3 (no)

. l'"(doesnit know)

(d) loses its license?
6'(yes) 1 (no) 1. (hasn't happened)

"(e) is being monitored for compriarite?-"---
4 (yes) 3 (no) 1. (hasn't happened)

74,f) is operating without a license with a legal waiver?
3 (yes) 2 (no) 3 (never occurred,

or never heard of 'it)
''ca) is operating without a liCense and without a legal Aaiver?.

3'(yes) 3 (no) .2' (never heard of it)'
1 ,.. .

-

. -,2Safety and inadequa'cY of facilities were identified as the:twenajor causes for rejection of a licensing_application.
.Trallers or Mobile homes' were noL.licensed and some leaders
expressed displeasureaboutthat,F,.

.

.,..
.

.

0

'According to one- 4-C_ Board. President who used to license
.foster homes,. .the day care licensing requirements had changed
three-times in Vermont,.each time:fliat.licensing was transferreq
to'a-different agency. First, the Social Welfare. Department,',then SODO and then SOCD. Many of thesame,people were involved,

.iputwitiz each change they we able to get into new positions.-ovi,

,with.bettersalaries."' However, the definition of who was to
be'licensed, remained unanswered.

.

. ...

. .
.

.
.

.

.
.

.

Theofinal question in the LICD licensing survey concerned 4.-C.
involvement in site monitoring. 'It r4ad:. ','Is your4-C
'directly involved In monitoring sites ,that' Are correcting

.-.0.cfi'ciubibs' to meet licensing r-equireffients?" Only three
iiaders iIngwered "ye" while: five answered "no". '1,1e factthat so few 4-;C's were'involved in' monitoring may be.signifi-
cant to .the achievement of efficient,licensing..0
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According to the Vermeret Child Care Sery co Contract,
the4-Cmust.:

Arrange'fo-r child cap services t .be pro-
Vided by child care vendors licensed by the'
State of'Viermont and in conformasce with
Federal'Interagency Day Cate. Reg ircments
or by 4-C. and-OCD approved 'caret kers. '

le Tederal InteragencyDay Care Recuirem nts stivulate that
day care facilities museobe licensed or approved as meeting
the standard4 for such licensing...Requi ementS of licensing
authority in a state cannot be waived b the Federal regional
office...The facility and gioUhds. used by the .children must
meet the requirements of the appropriae safety an'd santita=
tion authoritj.es." Finally, "The bask responsibility. for
enfoxceMent of the Requirements lies pith the administeringi.
agency. -ACceptance.,of Federal funds is an agreement to abide
Jy.,the Requirements,. State agencies are expected to review
prOgr.qms and facilities at the local level,'for which they
have respOnsibility and 'make sure th t the 'Requirements arc
met. Noncompliance may be grounds .for suspemiien or termina-
tion of Federal funds."1/

,

Based on our- findings,lit-seems ev3fdenE that the state
licenSing system, did not build in a.role for the 4-C area
committees.,at any step of the process, despite .the shortage
of state, staff and' the Aced to manitet for compliance.':

The Caretakers 7

Since 1966, state rvensihg 'is required of every Vermo,t
fadilit,Nyhich cares for children of merethan two families.
This provision exempts 'some'hoMe care operations-which other-%
wise may meet min)mum FAP cftild car 'standards. Early in the
pretest, Chore was considerable controversy over eAP reim-
bursement of parental optional selection of licensed home
facilities,to locate day care quickly.

This problem, with its roots in the custodial versus
developmental controversy, was sharply evident in the
BOrlingtonMorrisille & D manpower projectarea with i5
concentration of 'unlivensed silos.

In response tovexprs,5sions of concerh, the:Vermont
Office of .Chitd,Devalopmen issued a "Caretake.r
Criteria" paper in Detembpr;..171. As 'its transD4ttal.meo
states, "the materials and equipMentrequired for Caretaker
Approval arc liStad as' asic and °

Sines the caretaker homos fell outoide'the jurisdiction
o the sta':.e licensing system, LICD investigators dttempted
to locate and identify VertrofiVs sYstemfor.enforcing com-
pliance with the standards set forth 3,11 theunCaretaker

ApprAisal criteria" paper.

P1,-,DCR,1 Op: cit. pp. 2-3 2/ Lpperidix D- 3

o -,t
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. As e 'first step', we decided to include e prOportionate
sample. of earetakerpomes in thefifty sites to bq surveyed,

The first -problem experienced was trying to obtain. a
list of the unlicensed sites. After numerous requeSts by
letter. and 'telephone. it became evident that there Was some
reluctance to provide the information. Eventually, however,
persistence was. rewarded as we learned that all of the care-
taker sit..6sWeee concentrated in two 4 -C areas and the lists
became readily avqilable. Even then, when we telephoned
to arrange appointments, we learned that several caretaker
homes on the 4-C lists were no longer providing day care
services. Eventually, however, we included six representative
caretaker homesin our fifty, .site .survey.

Personal Characteristics of'CaretakcTs

Three caretakers.were over 50 years of age, one was between 21 anc
35, one was between, 36 and 50, and one was under 21. All of
them had children and only'orie had a child who worked as a
volunteer in a day care program. None of the children of the
other caretakers were involved in .any way in the,day car& pro -
gram. Most. of thenf had found the job through a friend,
relative or neighbor. Only one had found the job through the.
,employment service. Most of them lived in Vermont their'
liveS, but all had lived in Vermont more than five years.-

Three of the caretakers had finished elementary school,
two had finished high school ,and one had a Bachelor's degree.
None of them had received any special training and most of
them 'did not feel that they .needed,any more training for
their work. One caretaker expressed a desire for training in
child development and said she read anything she could find.,
including her daughter's text books.

.Most of the caretakers )lad experience only vrth
children in .their own homes. Only one caretaker Rad experience
with children in .a day care center.

Only one caretaker had emergencies that occurred fre-
mtently. Others said tliat the emergencies that occurred most
fre'uently were a child's accident or illness, or the lack of
money to pay.bills. Only two caretakers had,emergency cards
and Medical information on file. Each of them followed
different procedures wiien a child became ill or had an acci-
dent. .J>rte called the parents, another, the family doctor,
another called a neighbor and th.4-C, and one took the..child
.to a doctor, hdspital or treatment ,facility.

Most of the caretakers had:their home
\
\s rennov'ated, butnoneol

them said they had don it to meet liCensing requirements.
\Most of them planned to make additionak rennovatioi\s. Two at,>tgefny!

mentioned that they wanted to-fix up th :outdock..spacet:'Thre6
homes neeZed improvements but the careta ers saA.d theycould,not

N
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afford to do the work. Two wanted to fence in Eheir'yai-ds, and
one wanted to hook 'ip with the city water supply because she

.'had no running water and .had to. carry drinking water from near-
by hOuses. This situavion raised serious doubts about the en-
forcement of the Caretaiterstandards since it was in obvious
violation cf paragraph 9 of 't-he "Caretaker Mppraisal Criteria"
which Says "The home must have Cunning water andtoilet
facilities.A/

.

- All ofthe-caretakers provided food services, usually
breakfast, lunch, snacks and dinner. 'One caretaker -said she
paid for the children's food out of her own pocket. The other_.
did not know hew the food was paid for. Only two.s..i.d.that
they were satisfied with the food service while 'others' did not
.reply Vo that question: Onl., one caretaker. said that there was
not enough help from

any
state with food but the others said

they did not, have any food problems. Three. of the caretakets
had not developedprocedures for dealing with billing, expenditures
and budy. The other three said they had developed pro-
cedur ..F0J.itfihe,.2.fror,l.the 4-C. One caretaker. said
4-C i4.tj.WwOrk.xnd had explained the billing system. Two
Cho e.x0.1.0ttion was helpfill and adequate, one thought
the 4plallions a bit ikizzling."' Only one caretaker had

with)-,-h6'/Ionthly billing procedure. None of the care -.
takesq$0,91:ce Computation form.. Two caret'akers. used the

:month'y p.04.nifi-eport but one said that the 4-C used it. One
though :lthigi:re.. 'rt was useful and only'one caretaker kept.
attendance reports.

.

On the whole, the caretaker sites seemed to beon the
fringes of the System--somew'Aat involved in the payment proce-
but rather isolatedfrom most. of the busy day care activity i
.the rest of the state. At the time of this, w;itincT, state ayc,
care officials said they were reassessing the use of caretaker 4,1

homes while 4-C leaderS seemed generally. agree that all ci,W2.'
care sites should be ;licensed in the best inter3st of the
_children.

Contracts and Budgets

CJ

State officials originally executed several different con-
tracts With 4-C organizations, one .for each type of special
funding.

As a follow -up, each 4-C organizationthen contracted,with
site operators for the delivery ofday"care Services. .

1/ Appendix D-3

4.3%
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All Of thercontracts usedin the day carte process wore
either a product of the state Ai:ton-14y General's Office
..(Stae/4-,C) or'had been approved by that Office:04,7C/site)..
-..The documents were brief and to the point, but difficult to
administer because each dealt separately with a single issbe,±/

(f

Ea i c tract had its own time frame, work requirement.
* and budget. ThiS cumbersome errangement eventually was replade0

by a single ,hild care service contract which consolidated and
superseded all the others., Except .for the Rutland 4-C Pire!t
Grant contract, whichOyas simply amend4d to 1Atend its life to
the`end of June,- 1972; each of the seven other 4-C child .care
servile contracts 'Were identical in i-eir language, although
funding levels and budgets differed. Five of the contracts ran
for seven months and two.of them fol. eight months .0 establish
a single termination date, JUAC 30, 1972, which contermed to the
state's fisCal year funding from HEW

With respect to its control' implications, the Child Care
Service Contract,define& a "Vendor" as a state licensed child
care service provider and a "CareOaker" ".:.a child care
.service provider. legally exempt from State of Vermont child
care licensing regulations but required to meet minimum approval
criteria as set forth by the Office (of:Child,Development),";

In paragraph 9, the contract stated:

The Corporation ¶4-C) shall arrange for child care
services to be prOVided for eligible children by child care
vendors licensed by the State of Vermont and'in conformAce
with Federal In eragency Day Care Regulations or by Corporation
and Offic_ (SOCD approved caretakers...."

As written, this paragraph specifically excluded "caretaker"
° providers frOm compliance with Federal Interagency Day Care .

Requirements, despite the language'of-that document which re7.
quires unlibensed day care providers to "...meet the standards
of licensing-applicable in the Sta.te.".1/

The,separation of "vendors" ftom "caretakers" raised serious_
questions of quality control since the Caretaker Appraisal
Criteria document was a statement of standards which were not
built into a'systeMto monitor for compliance, such as the
licensing process, for example.4,-

In accordafte with the PAP concept, the Child.'Care Service
contract identified the State-4-C. objective as the.development
of a ."...community coordinated program of child care services

- -for families...".

c.

1/ i.e. FAP Services, IVA Services, Seed GrantS, FAP Planning
Grants, etc.

2/ op. cit. p. 2

.0
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As deScribedelsewhere in this report, the Vermont 4-C's
focus,-at 'the time .of,our inquiry, was on children rather .

than families.
c

One problem, then, may have developed around how t.6 monitor.
this contract for compliance.vhen there seemed t.0 be disagree-
ment with the family - centered concept, as ref- lected in the
4 -C's activities, records and statements of its leaders.

Finally;. paragraph 1 specified Oat "Substantive regula-
.tient" which are a ".:..supplement to 'this agreement and are

binding upon the corPoratioe ".:..have been issued...."

'These substantive regulations were identified in the con-
4 tracCas."(Officc of Child Development Child Care Program Guide-

lines and,Operating Procedures dated November, 1971.)"

.I1 fact, the only program guidylines in existence during
the peH.od of'the'LICD study were the FAP Interim Gpidelines
and Operating Procedures, issued by the state OCD in August,
1971. .rt may be that the.writers of the contract intended to
issue a. revised version in NoVember but, at the contract stood

. at the time it was signed, the.document referred to as ."binding.
t upon the corporation" did not exist.

. TIlis relatively minor point is made here,not as a nit-
.

picking exercise but as an example of misinformation in a leal
dodument w4li:h required compliance.

. .

_
.,,

Ji

t . In another rea, all,of the contracts included categorical
budgets, but LI staff found no system of budget control. in , e

thecourse of r investigation, we learned that bills for "FAP
,and Title IV :A reimbursement were approved for payment at
every level wgt ut reference to financial allocations by 4-C.
area oecontrdet, al stipulations. The oily point of control.

,

of. fwas at the last
v ep o.the payment process when staff the

state treasbrer..:v ified the bank balance before signing the
reimbursement chec s. TITis lack of fiscal control meant there

. was no readilyavai Zble information on how- much vas tpent for
A what-or whenor how uch was left, except in the big Pot of

-money at the state-tr asury. HoweVe'r, state officials were
aware of the 7roblem and had begun to develop a budget control
system by April, 1972.

Program Quality

grant,for this study stipulated that LICD
would .evaluate "how well", the day care- operating system
functioned to.proVide quality day care services fOr FAP

'3e1igible,children. it was agreed that Vermont staff would
provide program quality assessmen't.data to LICD for incorpora-
.tion id this report. Part of the- stated rationale for this
procedure Vat to increase the,state's capability to evaluate
its own program. .LICD. was to provide some technical assistance
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to Vermont in thedevelopment of program' quality indicators. N

Several months
after the LICD investigation began, ,Ver-

mont's program .quality assessmen
task seemed to be sinking lower

and lower on its priority list. .,SdVeral
alternatives were con-

sidered and rejected, including an LICD program quality assess-

ment as an. additional task.. , .

. .

./Q . .
.

..

In order to resolve the ,,Problem, e meeting was held in

Washington in early Januar '1912, attended by representatives

of the OCD/HEW
Evaluation, _anch and Day Care. Unit, the LICD

Project Director, and the/Chief of HEW/OCD Day Care Unit who

was also the federal Project
Officer of. the Vermont FAP Child

Care pretest.
, .

.

At that meeting/, the flE Day. Care Chief, Sam Granato, Outlined

his specificationsilQr'vermont's.program
quality assessment, . It

was agreed that the LICD Project' Directorlgould
commucicate,Grar.ate.'s

.

specifi&itions to Vermont, would attend a`special meeting with. .,.0

Vermont acid Washington staff in Montpelier
later in the month and .

would provide/technical
assistancein the

development of program

quality .indiOators on
request of the state. .

. . ,

.

.

This plan was followed and Vermont's Chief 1,icenserwaS

assigned/to complete
the'task of its data collection and assess-

ment: / .

.

'

.
/ .

.

,/,
.

1

/Granato's spedificatiods
were explicit:

/.

.

/
. .

.
.

.
.

.

.

"Vermont OCD .Jia]. limit its assessment or the

FAP day care ptogram to the following question:

Is the day care site Meeting the minimum standards

identifie..7 it the Federal Interagency Day Care,

Requirements issued in .1968?"

t

6

"1. It is expected that,answers
.will fall into two

categories.

Yes, (100% compliance)

No. (less than 10.0% compliance)
.

" 'No' responseS will require additional explanation

(i.e.: which
requftements are not being met, why not,".

etc..)"

"2.0 Progrard
quality'indicators. Will

be limited to

those:items in the FIAD which concern day care

providers, at the'delivery point
only (i.e., sites)"

,

"3. Ptogram quality
indiCators will be limited to

those iteuls in the FIADCR'which can be

quantified and relatdd to the operating system''.



..

4.

In addition to that metho
also 'specified that

I

4

cal requirement, Granato

mq. Adult-chn.d ratio counts will includ9 actual
attendance on the day of the site visit.pl'us the
average weekly or daily enrollment figures for that
site. Evaluation of this data will be based on

6 Granato's interpretation,of over-enrollment to achieve
Average ratios. 0 0

"2. Homes and centers will constitute the major cate-
aories to be surveyed.

"3. At least 60% of the fifty sites surveyed must haVe
received 'seed' money or.start-up grants which can be
associated with FAP needs."1/ o

.

Given the constraints of the.task,the Chief Licenser,
Rolland Zerha'rt, developed a questionnaire which followed. the
FIADCR.format, with a few modifications. After Granata had
approved the use of the.f6im,. several state employees'partici-
pated! irk, a brief training session and went into the field to
)tollect the data. The results of this effort were summarized
in Gerh.art's. repOrt which is reprinted in full. as Appendix P.

The report is, on the whole,&self-explanatory. It reveals
the difficulties 'encountered by Vermont stdkf in following the
rigid specifications laid down on them: Getharts introduction
also ref disappointment with a methodology which did 'net
produce *ch substantive information about program qualiy..

.0n the other hand, since it, was Vermont staff decision
to use the FIADCR format and phr.aseologye it seems unrealistic
to find fault with that document fo. its "lack of clarity" or
"vagueness..

Regardless, evaluation is not a test' to be "passed or
failed; is a management tool which gathers data regarding
process and product of a program;in order,to affect decisidn-
nak.ing. In Other words; valuatiOn attempts to measure hbw
efficiently and effettively.an Orgvikzational system moves
toward its end results and how well it actually does accomplish 1 e

7

those results. t

c't

-' 1/ Program Quality Assessment, Working Outline, .January 14, 1972.'

L
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Therefore, in the judgment of.LICD staff evaluators, the
information gleaned from the FIADCR compliance "test" was
inadequate- -for purposes of determining achievement df program
quality. fact, the limitations of the technique did not even
produce meaningful information about FIADCR coMpliance for
the reasons given by Gerhart in his report:

.,,failures could and did occur at 99%, 90%;
as well' as)% compliance, but that9all scores

,less than 100% have been'noted as failing...

This severe testing and scoring criteria
multiplies and exaggerates the significance
of ally reasonable human error such as un-
resdlved controversy and interpretation of
the rules, the intent of the instruments
questions and-the evidenCe code, to unusual
consequences. It leaves no room for a,
usual or reasonable'insance of error.
One instance of error if one section of-the
entire instrument is enough to fail the
Whole...

The Evaluation Instrument is a single
document that did not speak tohe differences
of maturation of the serviced it tested'.
Being a,single test instrument it required
the same level of performaklce of services -

0 ,hardly born as tict-did those in early
.

infancy, and'in,Vermont no service is more
than three years old...

.11t instrument then.can Only be seen as an
indication of the nature of the strengths
and weaknesses of the day care facilities
it evaldated rather than an ultimately
precise and definitive precision tool, :

except that its tolerance in scoring was
unusually critical-..." 1/

4
Finally, by testing compliance with FIADCR in this way, no "

assessment was made of the extent to which the FIADCR standards--
were-known and understood by theyerSon's surveyed. .Nor was,
there an-attempt to evaluate the sates efforts in establiShing,
prOmoting and mQ,nitotng compliance'"with those stanards.

ft

The test requitS, therefore, present a negative-view of
'certain conditions Without adequate explanation of how or why'
those conditions exist. 'more importantly, the results tell us
nothing wJout tie impact of theTtogram on the children served,
a rather significant oversight .f.ai child'cate program quality
assessment.

1/' Appendix P
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Chapter 5

xg

.Community CoOrdinated,Child Care 4-C

The Development of the 4-C Program in .Vermont

In 1969, the Federal Panel on Early Childhood IsAed-the.
Interim Policy GUidc.for the 4 -C Program: Pilot Phase. Its
introduction includes an incentive forstates to develop the
4-C Program:- The Federal Government, 'because of its interest
in and sponsorship of the 4-C Program, will, extend certain
priorities 'and benefits (see page 25) to communities operating
'local 4-C Programs." 1/

,

1 On Page.25 the Guide lists Title IV-A funds and 0E0 tech-
.

nical-assistanc as two Sources of federal funds for financing
the,adtiyities:of the 4-C. In June.1969,'the State Office of
-Economic OpporturLity learned about potential assistance to
VerMont'..s day care program through TitldcIV-A from Preston.
Bruce, DireCtor-of the.HEW4-C office-in-OaShington. ,Three
months later, Vermont's 4.7C committees began to Organize-and:
the Benningten and manchestei-Day CarCenters signed the
f irst Title IV-A Child Care. Service-Contract with the State: .:

At the outset, Vermont- planned to create. ten 4-C
.and...fOr the neyearfand a half,'the State 0E0 energetically
worked to develop.4-C area committees.. 2/ There was another
pay-off alOng the Way. when, in. April, 1770, the 4-C federal
'regional committee officially - "recognized" Vermont's State
4-C Committee, making it the firSt so designated:in the:nation.

Meanwhile,. the FAP pretest idea certinued to grow and
d evelop. In April, 1970/ the Vermont legislature approved the
federally` funded statewide FLAP pretest. HEW and the Department
of Labor signed contracts with Vermont, and work began July 1,
1970. '3/

ir
ti

T7Interim policy Guide for the 4-C Program Pilot Phase, p.f.

2/ This plan, hoWever, was,modified:to adjust to community
,response and Vermont0kentuallv established eight 4 -C
area committeese,See Appendix E-'2:

3/ See Figure 2 - Planning ClarOiplogy Chart, p.--149.
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The Vermont-FLEW child care section of the FAP contract
. stipulated that "A portion of the actual' operation's money

Shall, be used to demonstrate the potential of the 4-C concept .

in starting and operating day care centers in homes across
Vermont." 1/ 'To Meet this requirement, the Day Care Operations
Unit in the State 0E0 was given the responsibility to develop, .

clay care .services through the 4-C machinery.

In February, .1971, Bennington 9-C received the state's
first Title IVA Planning Grant, which authorized the expendi-

," ture,of Federal funds. to assist in the planning and development
of its 9-C program. The following month, the State FAP
Planning,and Day Care Staffs began tS formulate an adminis-
trative role for the area 4-C coMmittees :rn their impl.em?'nta-

. tion of FAP and Title .IV-A day care services.
.By. this time, four oftthe area 4-Cs had' signe itle IV-A

Planning grants', but only Central Vermen't had rec ved a Title.
IV-A Service Grant. The distinctions between pla ning and
service contracts are important because these 'contracts' were
entered into during the FAP pretest's planning phase. And
since thie service contracts provided operational..funds, the
area 4-C committees were engaged in planning and operationS
simultaneouS1y..! but they. di d not .receive administrative funding
until the child:: icare service contracts were signed in November,
1971 despite their iinportant role as the adMinistrative link
.between the state and the 1ocal day ,care operating sites.
According to the original concept, the 9-C orgariizations were
to be assessors of child care needs and developers of resourceS

to meet those. needs: There was no legislation or fundini fcr
a ".9- Program". a o .

Although the FAP arid Title IV-A .Service Contrac'ts .charged
the -9 -Cs with the responsib,ility for "certifying. eligibilitY.
and .re-lated -fee collectiOns,' .Futrell 's March 4th memoran-
dum detailed 't.hose responsibilitiet as described in; the pror-
posed consolidated FAP-IV-A Service' Contract. During the .

following months, the 4-Cs continued to sign Title IV-APIanning.
and Service-Contracts and FAP .Service Contracts. Rut a d 4-C, -
signed a direct FAP service grant' contract to test an alterna-
tive financial management. system, (This made Rutland the only
9-C which received lump sum payments .from the state- and processed
its own vendor bills and payirtent..) .

47\*
1/ Memorandum:. Kathy Futrell to Dan Holland, March 4, .1971.
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, .. .

. .., In addition'to the planning and.serviceeContracts lour
1.-C :coMmitteesThad contracted for seed grants.to4deveThp new 3

'day care services to meet area day.Care needs'. gach.'4-C com-
mittee eventually found itself with several state 1:ontracts; .

each covering different types of fUnds:and.servi.Jes for differ-
ing petiods of ',time.. In August, 1971, W lliam Cowles, Secretary
ofyermonts newjigency of'Human Services, established the Office.
of Child Development, appointed Dr. Joan Babbott Director apd
transferred all child. care operations from SOE0. to the new

°

State OCD'.' By NoveMber,. 1971, in ordet to reduce'the problems
resulting from the multiple -4-C State.Contracts.,.a.new FAP/IV7A

. Child care Service Contract was ptepared by the state which
\

terminated'and'superseded a.11 ,the existing contracts. Once
signed,.-fhis new contract broUight"all.previous agreements
together- A one.document. By:January, 1972, all the 4-Cs 'except
Rutland had signed the new contract. The-new Child Care Service
Grants, in addition to authorizing the 4 -C tb aaminister and-2
coordinate. Title IV.-A and-FAP menjes for day care operations,
also provided funds to support a 4-C adtiniStrative staff. 1/

While still part of the State, 0E0, the day, care operations
unit developed a,draft document. which spelled °tat loCal imple-

.

tent4tion of FAP IV-A day.:: cre thr,oligh the regional 4-C committees.
This document contained the folloWing specifications:

.e.'

The request for a regibnal admi low
`must be-fprepared and sUbmitted,b the

Regional. 47C Committee tb the State Offi e
of Economic Opportunity' for approval. Th
g4-ant requett.fof funding sb.ould igclude
the following: ,

.,---,

1: work program detailing the
Objectives'and'planned,activities ofithe
.administrative staff. The reqUest.snoul

.

.be consistent with the regional.d4-C-dev
ment plans and priorities and,Should,af or.d %-
a-sound basis'for funding.

, .

. 2. A' copy of the ,fork prograt 'budget:
together, with job specifications for ...-

positions-to be funded: (A draft budget-!
and job specification IS. attached.)

\ ?

request should cite the
projected date of operationsand should be
received by t.hoDay Care Operations Unit in

. .

, e

e

At first, Benningten 4 -C did not receive administrative funds
.-because itsA)lan had been rejected. on the!gtounds'that the
Salaries. budgeted.-for the.s4ft'were.considered too.high and .

therp was some confusion abotit-theAob'Specif'ications.in the
OCD planning.guidelines. By March,1972Benningtonig-

. Adminigtrative plan still had not-been apP.roVed', eve.,,t.-hough )\
its r:hild,Care Service Contract hay' .been signed three months'
earlier. ' .



I

eit

t a.

' 266 - 7',i';

.te ,
. ...- - 0. .. ,

.,-- State oEp at least thirty days'prior to--'-- the .seaT'ting date. 11-'' '
. - .. : .

. '
--

This draft docUmeht, was-still the 'official procedure, aLICE) completed its inquiry. ' .:
..

The'4,:c..Plahning andiOrganiiation Process.
. . 0

According tpthe Interim Policy Guide for the 4-C Pro-1gram, the Federal Panel
on Early_Childhoodvrecognized. that

any communities have already. set upt $

coordinItive mechanisms", which have objectives.
similar to the 4-C Program, Coordinating

. ,sctivitDies'may be carried out by .the office of
the Mayor or County CbmthiSsion, a local
Welfare'cAriency, a Health and Welfare Council,.
Community PInning Council, Commybity Action

`Agency, Mod^l CitieeAgency.ori6theptype.Of organiza,ioN. Rather than tartin4'.A. completely new orgenitat-ion, first considera-,
tion should be given to whether an existing.
organization can be expanded or modified'
to funclioh 4-C Policy 'Committee. If an°
existing organizatlonis selected_however, 'it, is importahtthat a..special Committee be

which will.focus specifically on the
prOplems of young children. 2/

,

..%9 The cliteStion LICD Considered releVant to this point was:
aow much consideration did Vermont 4-C organizer4.give tp
existing agencies? FOr.example;. What was the linkage with theWinooski Model Cities (Agency 'arldits,,!day care program? What ;about the HeadStartOperations

througl)out-the state? Whatlinkages. Were established with 'OCCSA 3/ in the Northeast-King-
clora! br with other. Community- Attion agencies ?,

The iICD: investigation also:spugh answers to
questions ast Why Was the.Northeast ngdom,4-C e to ishedwhen OCCSA played siiCh,a heavy coo inatiVe role wi the day..;are centers in the,Northeastern egion? Was, e 4-C in the
llortheast Kingclot'less ef ectiv because it didj not play tho
conV rdinetive.role it ,was Lipposed:to play?. Or,. if did, :would it liai7e peen fluplicating services already being_ provided,by OCCSA? (For example, the

4-CreimblirsedOCCSA'for ,IV7A 'and.-FAP Child Care'Services when children fundea'by these Programs'wero mergedwith Head Start children.) Did.th.a struggle between-
-f'"

IT-Regional' 4-C
Committee-Adm'inistrative GrantProcedure,

.Vermont Day Care Unit, 100 ..'

2/ Ibid,'P.. 1 ..

OCCSA,Orleans'CountjCouncil Of Social Agencies..

! ..,...
I
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the emerging. Windsor 4-C and the Springfield Head Start develop
as a result of competition rather. than cooperation between
SEVCA (Southeastern Vermont Community ActiOn) arld FAP day care?

Typical 4-C Organizational Problems
.

Some of the 4-C leaders described a few of their problems
during the organizing phase. One 4-C board chairman stated that
the.4-C received "too, much" technical assistance because.
the people at the local level did hot know how _to interpret and
implement.fedgral programs, and had no prior-experience with
such matters. Confused,by tl.,e conflicting interpretations)*
between the State OCD and.federal.officials, some 4-Cs felt
themselves caught in the middle and. providing a "battlegrobnci
for the, federal and state bureaucrats".

1

The LICD investigation revealed that the 4,-.0 leadership
seemed to be confused about sourcl...of. technical assistance.
This could mean (1) they didn't care as long as they got the
help, (2) they were never told where to*get help, or (3) thy

;,did not understand ,the state administrative structure.' We
learned that all eight 4-Cs received technical assistance in
Organizing, but only one indicated that the State 4-C com-
mittee proVided*nSsiatance through state' informational meetings.
Ncne of the 4 -Cs said they had any contact with the Washington
4-C Office (HEW/OCD). Five 4 -Cs receivedassiStance from the
State Day Care Unit.and some of them still identified *the tinit
with State 0E0, 'although the new State Office of Child De%ielop-
ment had been in existence"seven/months: at the time. of
inquiry. Five 4-Cs identified other sourcesof tedhnical/
assistance such as the State FAP Planning Unit, localand State
Head Start personnel, the local' CAD Agency and Bosthn Regionbl A

people. ?-/

; One 4-C-had a rocky beginning with its administrative staff.
The .Project Planning Director began to work forthe in'July,
1971eunder.a '!g,entleman's agreement with the. 4-C .Policy-
Courtorr which :lasted for 3 donths. Eventually, he was able to
get a signed contract and received his first pay check. When
this director was interviewed by he said, that when he
had first started work noone had told'him-anything about his
job. He did riot understand the Title IV-A guidelines or the
prodedure for IV -A matching funds'. Eventually,:he'dearned that
the state staff OCD's technical assistance becathe his best'
source of help.

In one case, Vern Clogston, a staff member of the stateday
care..unit; was identified with 'a local Head Start Program.
Reahbei Edwardth from Boston's HEW /OCD office and chairwoman
of the Federal Regional 4-C Committee., was identified as
another- source of.teChnical aS-gistance to-one 4-C.

o
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Another leader ,said he was "totally in the dark" as thoe
4-C was Organizing. He said that the first 4-C chairperson
had resigned and 'a new one elected When sud.cVvly one day, the
4-C received a check for $12,00 from: -the state'of Vermont
with 'no explanati,on. or budget detail. Subse'wently he.learned
that. the check was payment under a Title DV-A/AP Platining

o Grant Contract which had been ,i.gned by the formarchairperson.
No one had explained either Title IV-A cr FAP to the ndw chair-
person who said he "thought child care was child cart: ". Later,
he signed FAP and IV-A servide.tontracts, which were. followed
by receipt of a FAP check thatarsO arrived'wit'hont a budget '

or explanation.

At this same 4 C, the administrative direcipr, who was hired
before the new cheqperson was elected, also :lidn't know
about the FAR or li-A money...FurtherMore,neithc,r the chair-
person nor-the:4-C personnel committee could describe how the
tlirector.Was hired, but thought "thotMental Health Agency. did
the hiring".. ^rem March until 'June, that director's salary
was paid by the Mental Health Crinic. , Afterdune 1971, the
salary was paid byTitle IV-A and FAP funds.

,

The foZegoing example of.haphazard adthinistration seemed
to reflect the "no one in charge" syndrome described in the .

LICD report on the planning 'process of the FAP child care pretest.
Repeatedly, 4-C leaders described their difficulties in'getting-

curate. timely. information from "reliable" source's.

4-C Area Characteristics

,
hreeef the four northern 4-Cg.(CentralVe-rmont,

.

.:MOrriS ille, and Burlington) are closer.to Montpelier .elan
are the southern 4-Cs. However, meather, rbugh terrain and
poor transpontation-systems tend to. isolate the northern areas
from Montpelier. In general, Vermont's northern cOun?ies are
rural with a. few concentrated "urbati areas"}. In the case of
the' Central Vermont 4-Cthe population i §. concentrated in
Washington Coupty. 'The Champlain Valley 4 -C has-Wjthin"its
,regiOn Burlington, Vermontt's major urban area. .ThereStef
the region'is rural.- The Lamoille 4-C hag extremely varied.
economic' condition's with Stowe being financially well off. com-
pared to the rest of theeounty which is an economically
depressed wea. The Northeast Kingdom is-arurai, isolated
area with little industry.

.

Most of the southern 4 -Cs 1Woodstoc':, Bennington and
.; .Brattleborp) are loaatedjurther!away Mohtpelierthan

are he.northerireOunties. tithes6 southern counties related
-to each oth4 a_greet deal, as well as to the nearbv.stateq.. .

Bepnington andAlutland:Opportunity4Council (B -ROC) -was .0E0
funded whicll.faOilita4ed this North-South relationship. s,%

.

'

..-Brattleboro'and,Woodstockcommunicated erequenky through 'S'EVCA;.
the,"Southeastern Vermont Community action Agency. Springfield, "

1

\

dt

1.
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bordering Windham ant: Windsor CoUnties, was a large industrial
center and had a strong 5-C Operation there: 1/

There appears to have been some conflict between the
Springfield 5C and the Windsor 4-C as it.was organizing.
Although Rochester it a part'Of Windsor 1County, it tended to

.operate independently of the Windsor County 4-C since it had
an expanded Head Start program: Windsor County provided .

pace for Rochester representatives on the 4;-C Board, but they
had never attended any meetings. Hanover, New Hampshirp
played an active role in Windsor County's social problems. :XD
.inve,4tigatoi-s were told that the intelleceual.community in
,He9Over tended to support social change issues founp in
.fitlghboring White River Junction, Vermont..

ilk

Searsbury, Readsboro and Stanford of Bennington County
/often related to,Windham County or to Massachusetts because
1 they were rural areas and depended on the school systems in the

neighboring counties.-'Transportation seemed- to.be a major,
reason for these cross county. and cross state 4lations. Very..
simply, we were told ,that in Windham County thb roads go .
better to.Wilmington and to MaSSachu§etts." ..

.,,
.

. .

-The population of Southern Vermont wAs characterized
,

as transient because a large number of agricultural poop'le ., .. ,,,,

..."immigrated .from Northern Vermont lookirf!-3 for work and a large ,, .

number of 'out-of-c'Staters settled in Vermont "because' they liked . //

i't-Q--tor A Variety Of reasons. .

Federal and State Expectations of the 4-C.Program
. /

.
.

.

Various do defined federal-and state guidelibes;'
for' 4 =C orgadizations.and their operational actlivities: . In

:addition to the Interim Policy Guide, for the 4-0 Program, the .4iCs
were'bound also by the regulations and proced4wes pescribedi_n
Title IV-A of .the Social Security Act and 'the FAP Guideldnes, since..

..' the e-Cs were funded from those source. , The FAP .State and title
IV-A. contrqiets specified that.each 4-C :"1st also comply with the, ,.

',Federal Interagency Day Care Requiremen and with VerM8ne.
licensing regulations,j.n.cluding.public safety and health., laws.

- Th9oretically, the concept of community coordinated
' child care implied a system oflocal.deVelcpment and con;,.
trol:of child care. Vermont's 4-C system. became a
response to'T.unding,sources with a,ll".their requirements
arid. regulations bureaticraticspiderweb:ofedA'al-
st:ato financial control's left liAti/nitiative

committees which couldn't provi day care services'
without the public funds. Indeed,the area 4-Cs existed
only because they provided a layer of decentralized adminis-
tration between state government and the day care providers.

4
1/ -5 -C is Consumer Controlled Community Child Care:

/

e

e'
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Essentially, ths "4-C-1.1rogram" ::as a coordinatN4 Mechanism' i'r

whereby all .interestt.d public, private and comme-niaa agencies
could cooperate with one:Janot.her in the interest af: \

°
\

1. 'Impr,ovilg the quality of services 'o'ffered
.-each of:theparticipatingagelleIes:

2. Assuring continuity, in the communi,ty's
child ca .e program for each family.

. .

3s Reaching ..the maximum' number .of-families
possible with top pribrity given to low-
.incomc,'families, with available I
resources:.

4. Increasing-.opportunities for Developing
staff competence.-

5. Developing the most eficient, effective
and economical methods for de'ivering
-services't6 childron.and families.

!6. Insuring an' effective AMi:'(;7Q in policy and
prograM direction for iarents of children
receiving child care..

,

7. Mobilizinl the resourds116.f the community .1

in such a manner as to. assure maximum":
'[public, private, agencyand individual : .4, ,

commitment t9 provide exparided quality
..T chid care. (The 4-C Progranv'is pribarily

concerned with the coordination of. day .4 ',.:,..
....

.1'. cQre-,4nd prbschool programs- 'Howtver,
'as the Prografi develops, it may .becpmd'
concerned. with the'availability bf other
peeded,serv.ices.fr. children in preschool

1,0

o/l, day care Pcogram5,:andentuallY,Is&hool-
age children) land the coordination or
these community services with preschool
or day care pirograms.-

8., Providing.opportunities.for career
development with and between cooperating
agencies:..1/

1/ Interim Policy aide for the .4-C ProgramrA1969. P. 5

A
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. .. 'he 4 -C Interim Guide also described -how the 4-C could
develop and coordinate quality day care services to meet corn.:
munity needs.

f
o State Expectations ca

41, -

-Vermont's 4-C Committee Proposal, ated MaTeh 20, 1952 anti
sigped by Governor Davis, contained a strong stateMent proquti,pg
child development: in that plan, the Vermont 4 -C Committee_ wa.
"assigned the responsibility" to monitor programs and to re-. .
sommend that all existing programagenCies and'instiLutions
involved in providing early childhood se,rvices68SeSs.their
Policies,practices,prOcedUres,and training to insure that
the. concept of the 'whole child is being adequately planned
and implemented in open ,ions." This 'Tesponsibili'ty was
reemphasized in the .st...,..ement of the 4-Cs philosophy:

The Child grcws in his environment T his
family, his community,'his world. Suedess
in life forthe child is a product of the
total interrelated.development of the ..

whole, person; of what he 'know's and; how he
feels, and;hoW he gets along with peoplek,'
how he. looks on himself,,and how well his
body funCtions: 'Society has thtresponsi-
bility. for providing its own structure to
_support the child's''4rowth from conception
_through .the continuum of ife. Early
Childhood. servics.are resources in- the

vi environment which contribute to t.tle nurture
and development of.children. The orgaci-
ziational delivery of these environmenal
resources mustreSUlt from a coMmitMent.to :

the- philosophy of interditciplinary planning
and'kogramming:to provide quality service
for the OpEimum, well being of every child
in our society. Resource'must be.lesi.

.,.-f-£r more -dynamically interrelated
and.ser:ed by'-personnel whq canLcontinUall'y
implement the :oncept of tge1ile child: 1/

. c
The'remainder of the proposal ,supPoeted this. objective,-

as did- the VeNcipt State -C Manual which was A reproduction
of the 4-C Manual prepared by the Day Care''-afid hild Develop- .

ument Conil. of America,.Inc.,. for use by Stet and local 4-C
Committees. The'ran9 1a1 is designed to assist cal.commuDities
in- establishing a. coordinated program of child' care Services'
-that meet the criteria established in the 4-C Guidelines Of

4 March 24'-1969, which were also.included inNeimont'sA-C
:-Manual. '.Clearly, the state 4-C Committee established its

a support forthe development of quaalty -Child care services-in
Vermont. .

4

1/ Vermont. State 4-C Committee Proposal,,March 20, 1972, p. 2

4

)
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In a State FAP Planning.Staff interoffice memorndum
dated July 15, 1971, a "4-C Technical Assistance Package" was
outlined. It included the following/description of the
state's emphasis and interpretation/of,the .4-,C concept.

Philosophy/objectives/vriorities

It is as true of 4/C and the present child
. s care effort as oiY.any other go4rnment-sPonsered

prograM, that the general. objective, given..
y

app;op.ziations, isl to provide "the c.
greatest goo/d" (i.e.e the most .good for the
most peopj/e at the best price). Mere aretwo
more specific purposes that child.care serves:,
child,care should enable parents and/or other
guardians of children to seek and accept pre -.
paration for employment in which children can
develop In line miththese objectiyes,fthe

/SCate and. Federal,gavernme.ts have- 66veloped.
'standards of eligibility, and fee schedules
fbr child care that atte:p to allocate these
limited. appropriat.eons.ec itably On the ba-sis
of need and certain prigrities. It is fairly
clear, howevuf that the State. and_.
g'overnments_nave.decided-thatr"theg-teatesb'
good" can best lie'ser'ved with limited

..(care appropriaCionsby identifying faMilies
in need "-rather,;,.thah-chenimneed. That is
the children from families in,need -(on the
basis of their relationship,,to some poverty
index, and,their:acceptanad of preparation
for employmenband/w employment) arc
for child carejrather than the families of
chit Yen in'need .(on the b.aSis of some develop-
ment'al. indices, for instance).

General operational objectiVes; then, are
fairly clear. Child care should be "good- ...

enough":ta.meet the needs og,ere.families ,
and "good ehough te.meeX..the-needs of the-
chYldreff. Using the i-C'boncept (and other
integrating mechanisms where applicable) it
is-11'OPed that adminiStration at the Federal,
.Stage and ,cacal levels will deliver child care
With a minimum 'of, wasted time and money and that
coordination o1 programs and resources at.the:.
Federal, State and local levels will reduce s

overlap to g'minimum',and sprgadlthe
wealth 4s farns7pOss4b1-Mor6,speCifiCally,
'child care which purports to be."good enoughl'.
to meet the needs ofthe families should be
able-to validate this 9,1aim (e.g., do parents'
indica,:e satisfaction with-the child care they.
are receiving? Are patients leaving or not

0

8j'
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segking. employment or preparation.for &ploy- '
Ment because of the

unavailability of satis-factory.ahifd care'?)/; just as child carewhich Psurperts to 'be 7good'enough"
to YliCet the/needs of the

children-Should-be able, to validate' that-claim. The valid unmet child care needsf both families
and children at the local1.vel in particular should be noted end assigned ,pr-orities such that program deficits can beclearly identified and more

systeMaticallydealtsh, with.

Child
s,'then, a pFograin ofHthome. signi-

3/
ficant. .nse. Child

care just for thepresch
\children of the relatiyely poorfamilies who

are.presptly emplOyed or in pre-paration fo?\emploSiment is a $6,00,600/yearprogram. Given that much' of the
eMphasiS'behind.child care cur\ently

is to increase
the, numberof poor familie

engaged in
employtherV4nd, givejlthat child care i. to be made availa.ple toschool aged childr,n as Well
as-'pre,sch6o1 'children, the prob of assigning prioritiesbecomes severe. Pre. nt'fundinq fqr child

.
care is not mush in e- ess of $2 million andthis includes

substanticllocal funding, asignificant State share. d heightened Federal\interest because of the` F pilot.' Pucther-,,:.'more,. it is
mot-expected th t.fees collectedfrom these
familieswould pr vide al-Cy sub-stantialrelief. Who, then., quid )pe'Serlied?'Here are some

suggeotions:
. ,

1. Top priority should be gi en,to /those familiqs where the parent and/orother guardian of. -the child n must`accept
employment and/or, prep vatiOn. for employment to7receive

goi4e scentbenefits (welfa.re ,or-FAP):
'2.. Second prioriq should be.giVen tothOge families

(eligible for child c,re)who are "most
in need ". Degree Of net.could'refer both to the family rela-tionship to some index of poverty andto the availability.

ot Other Sourcesof care (e.g.,
accessibility. .to\ unlicensed

neighborhood'eare).1,
3'. Third prioriy should be given, to those.

chiidred (eligible for child care) who .are "most n need;'. Degrpe of need
-could refer

tOridentifiable preblemsand/or developmental
defiCits..

.
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4 There must also be a plan for..'
distributing child care equitably
across the state. There should,
perhaps, besome sort of variable ,

quota assigned to each regional. 4-C
Arca based onGits_,,populatioli and its
relative need, as.;prioritized above,' I/

It must be noted tha.. the Federal Panel on Early Childhood
(in the. 4-C Interim. Policy Guide) anticipated diversity and
'lexibility in the coordination of methods and agreements
oluntarily developed at the local level. "HoweVer," it was
elphasized, "the over-riding considcration is that the program
mist Seive the disadvantaged."?/ .Given this emphasis, we found
that the 4- Cs. felt pressured' to consider only poVerty fam4,11,
A Ilimber of .1-C leaders :expressed resentment that the 4-C was
being identified and egOted with poverty and not.with child
dcAn.)pment and they point0 to the FA and IV-Aeligibility
rep; irements as their evil ice.

LICD Findings and Analysis

n March, 19721 two LICD inves, gators_each. interviewed
four of the eight area ,4kC, leaders. In several cases where
the 4-C director, had been working less than a month-,-the
4-C Board Chairperson was also interviewed.

Ea .h interview was structured to retrieve information
on the city care systeth in Vermont. Specifically, iihe intse
views were designed to discover the 4-C leaders',Perceptidh
and knowledge of their on role and activities within the
total statewide-gystcm. The interview guide was divided into
the.fellowing major categories:

General Background, x'eople, Places, Systems, Time,
Things, Money; Licensing, Ancillary Services, Fee
Rate Schedule and Child /Adult Ratici.

4-C responses to each of these categorical s_,bjects are
described below and provide some insight concerning their
allocation, use, cost and programmatic.impact. -

.

,,Each of the first siz categories represents t esource of the
system; 'People includes the human .:sources availa le 0 the
4-C'such as the Policy'Committee, the 4-C administr tive .staff.
and the eligible day care families,' Places is concrnedwith
.space afid.facilities. Systems include the .day care delivery

17 Wristpn, to Futrell, July 15, 1971, pp. 3 and 4.

2/ Procedural details are discussed 'in the LICD. Analysis
of 4-C Operations on pp. 223284.
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system, procedures, inform:Ilion systems,. financlal sys.tems,
communication systems, and m6nioring and evaluation systems.
Time deals with the use of time as an
Things includ- Written materials, supplies, equipment and
-furniture. 'Money covers all aspects Of ,handling inccve'and
eNpen4Aitures. Four other areas -were selected for speGial
analysis': These were: Licensin , specially the 4-Cs
relationship' to licensing policies and procedures; Ancillary
Services, but limited to the 4,-O role in Troviding health,
TWE'd.andtr.msportation services; Fee-gate schedhles
concerning-the rol;p of 4-C in this area; and the Child/Adult
Ratios and She rol in' enforcing compliance with the
requirements.

People

4-C Organizatioti,

o :PoliCy CO. mittees

zi ,yht 4-C l'olicy Committees had elected officers 'and-
all had an executive beard or committee. In onecase, the
executive-body was called a steering committee and consisted
of a few selected board representaties in addition to the
elected offiders. Five 4-C Committees :used subcommittees
to carry out 4-C responsibilities. In four cases., the
subcommittees 'were extremely active during the organizing

,1days, but dactiveactiv! the became more- established/
.and hired an administrative staff. Early on, all had committes
to write by-laws. These committees were either dissolved
as their work was dompleted or performed different fun titans
under new' names. .

. - ,

Some of the other committees which played important rofes
in organizing the 4 -C included Fiscal Coordination and Funding,
Membership, Fund Raising, 'Personnel, Policy-making, Screeni.pg
(responsile for certifying eligibility), Out-,reach Xr-spon.i-
ble for recruitment),. Title IV-AGrant, Program,Develbrjlment
and Research, and a Cornrpunity Planning Committee. 1 The.-ec m-
mittees' were not uniVersally found in all the 4,-C.S but w
exampjes.of some of the committees operating duri/ng,the
velopmcnt stages of-the 4-G. Some'. of them bcdothe active/
from time to time to refgrmulate or develop.poliby as nik6ded.
Some of the Aire on=going committees included Ilay Care, ;.

Summer, Before and AfterShool, Spacial Interest (responsible
for "one-shot" activities for the children and for lookinc
into new areas); Comprehensive Health, Advisory, LegislaLie
(responsible for up-Lo-datti0i.nformation on state and fed!ral
legislation regarding.child care), and-Recreation,

By March 11, 1972, a numberof.47Cs were b,-!ginning to
dir'ect their organizing energies toward Before and After
Schooland summer progrAms:' Only one 4-C-ind.eated that its
committees were ineffecb e because of 'tin-fii'h.ting". In

./
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that 4-C, the uirector madr all the policies and'hecame the
scapegoat when things went wrong. It is interestinq to note
that this same 4-C was not inv:aved in any waylndelivering.
or Cclordirating supportive services for its day care operators.
Another 4-C, whose subcommittees ,continued, their activity
aft(,t the adminiStrative staff was hired, was the most active
4-C in providing supportive services for its day care operators.

Seven 4-C Policy Committees 'consisted of parents of day
care childro'n, day care sit6.operators and:public agency
staff. . Four 4-Cs had community individuals and private
.agency .staff. represented bn their_boardS. Three ha'd com-
munity organization reprpsehtatives and business people orl. the
4-C Volley Committee. Only one board identified a "housewife
reprsentative.

A number of 4-C Traders statcol during the interview
the card was required to have equal representation frOm three
sectors: private agencies, public agencies and parents. This
was-done in order to meet,a federa' and stateAmposed'require-
Cent in order to_reteive 4-C xecognitioh. One.4-C defined
its three categories 'as follows:

1. 'Representatives of public and-private'
_agencies whose interests are in child-care.
se,rvices or whOse responsibilities -affect
tht development of children's prografng..

Representatives of private voluntary and
.professional organizations, interested
citizens, and professional people having
an inte"test'in child care programs.

3.- Parents 7f children receiving services
or eligible to receive sbrviees, represoilt-
-ing parent groups.

There were several ways committee members were chosen.
Mcist commonly, members were both elected .and appointed. ,The
elected members were voted on by.the membership at jarge.
or by the parents ab.day care centers.. Appointed members .

represented private and.public agencies and were appointed.
by their Igency's administrator. One 4-C had both appointed
and volunteer. members: The 'appointed.members represented'
interested public and privap'agencies. The volunteers were
interested individuals. In another 4-C; some members were
elected by the memberghig at large while others were
volunteers. In two 'other 4-Cs,dall the board members mexe
elected.

Agency Representatives

'Several .4-c leders expreSsed concern that, agency people
appointed to the 4-C Policy Commi.ttee'Were not freeto speak

pjuo
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'Mr

in support of their-personal opinions for fear of lOsing
'..their jobs. One:_4.C. director said it would be betterfor .
agency people to participate if they were personally interest-
ed, and that working for an agency.shoud be a'secondary:
consideration. In her experience, the 4-C leader said, agency
peopke had supported .her in private but not at the,publie
meetings. ''

Parent Representativc.s and Others

In one 4-C therq were some problems...with board members .

resigning or not participF'ting. The consumer parents, for
example, did not attend meetings; were not Very v.:roal and
seemed to beoverwhelmed by the other members. Other
members resigned because they'.'s,a,id "they didn't have'time":

, .

.

4 -C Policy Committee Meetings
.

,

I

.

_____
. .

_.!

Mot. 4-C Policy, Committees net monthly only two met
irregularly: In mally cases, the Committees/met'-more frequently
as the 4-C was organizing. and befog he 4-C administrative
staff was hired -. Several of the 'v--la s stated that the
board Or committee must meet at least-, t ur times a'year.
One 4 -C .board had. not ,met for six months fter. the new president
was elected because, he.said,she could ot."get the executive_

VI

rcommittee together.". On th whole,,it.apDeaed. that some 4-C
committees-began-to realize eir potent'al as wia-bl: commun,ty
organizations which could pro. ide signifcan't volunteer services, .

to.the'statewide day care effort.

o Administrative Staff

:In March, 1972, ajl.the_.47C Committees had paiddMiniStra.-
tive staff .except Bennington, vlose administrative PlOChadnot
yet been approved.

.
Phe- aveage.size of staff was 3 4 With a_range-Of two

to seven.. We foundthat every staffing pattermwariedas
did'thed,i.stribUtion of. basic dutie ,-ommon to all 4-Cs.

The 4-C Leaders .

,

o -.
-,' Thirteen 4-C' leaders ;Wexe.int Ix-viewed. PoUr of these
were employed elsewhere. Threeof the ,foUr 4-C.bocrd chair-
women Worked. One ran a.froe Sch ol,'one raff:-a-grOup day
care home, and the other was a ch Id welfare suoervisor of .-

.operatians Cor the. Stake Welfare ?epartment. - The fourth :..
.person worked part-time for the .4f-C and part-timie forAead
Start.. The othernine'persons interviewed- ',ereemployed-b'P_
4 -C.!! .

1/ See-Appendix M-1 People Partioipati.on

/

-.
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A ti

A number of interviewees indicated that their prior Work
experience had proved useful in their 4-C work. Experiences
included':

o Educ4it8r running a free schoo).

o Teache

o. 'Day Care or Nursery. School

,o Internship in a preschool program

o Mental health work' (as. a director, counselor; `secretary)

o. Administrative secretarial work

o Head Start experience (director,'staff,. volunteers,
. etc.

o Group therapist 7itRyouth on probation and
alooholics

o Child Welfare SerVice worker.

4-c! Activities

A few membef.allteight 4-C Policy Committees were
directly involved in day .careoperations befbre they became.
Policy Committee members but only four 4-C.Commitees had

rimembers who volunteered. at a day care site.
, ,

Al df the board members of One 4-C'volunteeree at'dy
care raters when they were needed. This was the same )4-C :. .

that ad extremely active subcoMmittees. One,47C Policy
ComMitee Chairman was tc... director Of a Head Start,.
research and demonstrtion project, _was. also the director] of
the local CAA Child Development Component and was a parent.
of a .41-C day care child in another region.

k " ,o 'Title. IV-A & FAPAttivit..ies
.

:
. . . , ..'

Seyen 47-Cs allocated the responsibility for ePigibility
certifiCation,vendor..appreval, file maintenance, and the
billing-procedureto the 4 -C Administrative Staff. Only in
Bennington,-where there was no adMinistratiVe'staff, did. a
PolicyI3oard member take. respensibility for those tasks,

Training

The 4-C Policy .Committees' involvement in training
activities 'was minimal. None of the committees trained iks
own committee members, 'paid:sfaff or volunteers; If there
was any training for the 4--C adminiatrativestaff it was done
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a.

on a very informal, as ceded basis. The 4-C Policy COmmitteds
'did not provide orientat,ipitj, in- service training or t'eChniCal
assistance to site operatOrs..: Sathe informil orientation wasconducted by the. adzinistrative staff, and some in-serv.ice,
trainingiwas oCcOsOnally available from Head Start, a local
community college., or the UVM Home Enrichment program.

In the Northeast Kingdom, where it played a heavY-,role
in day care 'operations.,

OCCSA.provided in-service training
and. technical assistance. ,0nly four"4-Cs said they used
technical assistarce'e from the. Stat1,9 OCD. A

4AacTirding to,.. the Child Cbre'Service .Contract'; each 4 -Cwa regni.13ed to assist its day'care.operators: i the prgpara-tio b'emiannual staff, training schedules. After'the4-C evieVed thoss schedules; the 4-Cwas supposed to
sUgge t.regionaltraibing:needs and:1rior-it-i.es in theo.field-
Of ad, inisttation and pro5ran content to the State Office
of Child DeVelopment for a statewide chilp-care scaff..trik+n-
ing'pr)gram. SOCD was.responsible for. training day 'care
'operat rs after the 4 -Cs had identified/raining needs, .

4,

The,. day care centers in one 42c'regiQn were said to have.a good. working relationship with,the Stater OCD
Andt.her,4-C.leader expressed a desire to' receive more-tQch-,
nicalaS?istan.ce and:training from SO.CD, feeling that this
area'-s nf!edS had not. been met adeOuatelYby the.state.
Another 4 °C leader. epreSsediconcernregarding.the re-.
organization'of SOCD-,,saying that' she ,had-hea',:d that all
formai training'prOgrSinsyierk?. to be eliminated. The word
was that the new technicat--assistaned unit (that.rePlaced
the irainers) would focus itstention on'obookkeeping,-and
budgets.-.Several otYier.4-C leaders wh-e-had been heavily
involvej.with the state in training activities indicated
their disappointment with the new:de-emphasis oftraining.

Thi,!'4-C.Interim Policy Guide.;..however, .included staff
.development as paft of the'4,7-Cs coOrdinativ function'.

D, Agreements 'cri Staff -Development. .,Sta?f--
'development 'coordintion may inolve'suCh
elements as; ° .

1. .Trowiding an.opportunity for new .

'or smaller agencieto'assign their
staff:to' workytemporarily in an
established pr'larger-agency for
4-raining.purposes...
Eablishng'persennel ref6rral

ms which wki1l permit staff,-

4

:

4
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..4!
. ,,, !.from one program to be cons0v;ed

for no eSponsible'position in
anoi-ler.agency's program."-- 7

.., .3. A angements,for joihl staff training,
ograms,antl foe. personnel to .i,

erye one 'ahothe.ri's programs.j/.:
,

,...
..Q...

.
.

.

. .In the40Obv-IIEW'reeMent regardingitilQ implementation'ofthej'AP plan, the foldowing was stipulated;
. ..1. ''' '

.
.

The,development .and.implemenat.ionof a
:sy'stem ofladelniStrative strica.s, training
and., tech,a2-Ca'l .Wssistance, for staff in,FAP.
child.c4Neprograms:..t)rogram, content'andtechrqilues.management-proce es and ttat:f.

.

.. development wilT1.-be included:
A7tua.11.

trainickand.tcchhi-cal assistanc responi-bility may
hq.assi.gnedte4con'per-tiv.'e,St.

or local agencies, 'or, develoPed-tIrough
FAP child care operations staff.

.

..',.., ThFederal Interagency Day CareIMIUi.-ement8 wiehwhich .'4 -Cs must compl (according to their` contract) also stipulated,that the administratiVe
agency.mbst. provide' for (.4ieAta-\

tt i66>-,con ti nuQu s in- service :training, and supervisoion ,; -___,..!...for,..alf'st,aff invi.aved.-ina day care, progriaMand thatstaff.'',
Must be ass'i-sned resPansibility for organizing and-coordinatinga,:the training. program:

, .
.

.
. ,53

: ) :

Only ene-4-C proV,4ded fOr"all'three gaining activities:
.

orientation, in-servi,ce.trainng and technical assistance.The other 4 -'CS prcAiided for at.:lea,st4one'of these training;.
activit,ica, usually 'Vin an,informal'Oqs.' One 4-C leader,
hNeve.r.,,'Said that any Jorm4..tra-in,ing progYam would be tr
wasteoortime', that,AiMe "'spent' withathe, children a beflter .

_ .

"Learning experience. than'a trainingsston",
'

."Dp.monstratiom of AL:-C, s Potential in starting ar3-operating4
day,dare centers arles acrosaft,Vemont.:." 2/

Two 4 -Cs did noticre e. any ri w dQly care,,opic;ratilorts.. Th.eee'AjCs7each started one. .I the ca ''.Nof-the-Benningtop A-C,. 71 'Arlington County 1,egan oeganizing and\later turned to tS,A-C for -ff4...help. The Windham 4-C A need' and organled the BrattlebOroCenter,Development Cenr. Two 4-;CS (Central Vermoilt andChamplainValley) each ong'anized.three sit/W In March, 1972, Champlain.

1/ 'Interim ;?olicy Guide fOr.. the A-c Program, .1969; jp. 1. .

.
,

/2/. HBW/W2mont Contract.

4
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VaJley was providing
technickYasSistance to two of the, sites.

Thethird was a converted nurSeryschool. The Rutland'4-C

helped start fiveday'careoenterS; Except Bennington, all 0 ro

cift.he 4-Cs3starting day care Operations had contracts for seed

grants.
.

.

.

.

. . ,
.

(7,)

The three 4-Cs Which had started day programs said they

had not helped to decide where to locate the sites. 'Two 4 -Cs

stated they had not started day care programs,yet }Ida' helped

to decide locations,of-some sites. ,Ti number'of e...-C .leaders..

Said.it was,difl7icuit, to Consider the-location'of supportive

serv,ices'when their, communities were so small that there was

::...(;,- hOt much choice. knumber. of 4-C leaders' commented!that. they

"-,..1, often did not have a choice about where to- locate a day care

site -- that - .they -take what they could..find. Whenever possible,

however, priority was given-to these considerations:

(r

1. COlmunity need for a ,day care site;

Geographic. areas with a concentration of
IOW-income (FAP .TV-A eligible) population;

'

Distances from homes of children to dpy

care and
,, ,

(Distances from homes ancl'day (care sites

to parent's places of 'work

Fewercthan half of the site dirtors interviewed; "said that

the 4-ts provided-theM with technical assistance on an

`-4---engoi!ngLbasis-...LOnly'fourdireCterS said that the 4-Cs

providedthem,with orientation'and
continuous -in- service`

training. (DmeO-C-the Other directors said that the 4 -C

prov:Wed theM,with Title IV=A money, moral,support,

griA M066:, equipment, lists of potential children

,arrl-PemPIOyees and
transPortatiOn'Onedirector said that

the
c,4-CAiad'airahged for another organization to Provide

theirsiteWith continu6u-in7seryicd' training Four ,-

dirbctore saidthat their 4-C had madearrangemenL5 for

0
another_agency,tOoprOvide technical,aSsistance: Some

of,the':8thetservices that 4 -Cs, provided or made proVision

for included: training at a community college, counselling

ServiCesa'list of available community resources -billing help

'and medical services. '

'
.

o .0 ,,, .
0

Most of they site operators said they had not' received

"'

0

technkpaissistanceoin,gettingostarted;',
Ofyth9se sites that

did receiVe,asSiStance,othey- said ,.that the State day,Oare,unit

proVided more:a-Sale-VA-Ade than'the area 4-C. A few'siteS said
they had' receivecLheip froM Head Start.,' ' ,.(7 ,

;.,,.
.

U 0 d



°' ,About half of:the.'boards surveyed,received technical LN),

r /
. c

assistagikingani-Zing. About one=fourth received 'assistance
from the StEEe.:da care unit and the fourth received help
from the area 4 -C COmmittee., The. Others said they received
organizing,.help(Trom a variety of sources including .the State,.
A-C,)the.pepareament of Social Welfare, Head .Start, the.: State
FAP Planning "staff,andoSCORE..

.

.

At the Lime when most of the daycare 'sample sites were
organized, the 4-Cs were also coming,,into existence.- Only
Six of the sample 'sites. were, operatihg before the 4-Cs. were,
'.organized..

-.,' -% .

" .

All eight 4-Cs..hadcommunities in their. area where the(rd' )

d, a.

.

were'no y care vendors. Each, 4-C seemed to have a differ-'
',.,ent approach to developing new clay care sites.

.
.

-:-In-Bennington,'the 4-Cdepe'nded on the -i.nnington-
RAland Opportunity CoundilliROC)to de. the .basic "leg work"
and reso,Itch to establish a community needfer day, care and to .

inform-the-coMilirLinity membersibeut the existing day .care suppert
,.....-_ .

a similaravailable In the Northeast KingdomiOCCSA played
role. These eXisting,organizations in-bbth,cOmmunities conirl
have been expanded or modified to assume the functions
of the 4-CPolicy Committee, hs,the 4-C Interim Policy Guide'
suggested. LICOinyestigators fourid,no eXplanation for bypassing
B-ROC or OCCSA aid establishing 4-C mechanisms cin these areas. 1.

'''' '
1}

. .

.

One 4 -C was doing nothing at the present time".bedause
the director-Was,"notSOre".thatthe communities. day..

care'really.,needed it."',Ano(ther 4-C,waS,,ihthe. proceSs of
identiping. needs by 'building,; on the existingpregram'rather.'

___t..:....._thanLputting_ehergies_111toL.riew_progr;\"Ms.S.tlil_another_....4=C-Wa§.
"not doing anything bechuSe'the.eommunities that6don't have
day car'e,..d8h1.t need. iflr. One 4 -C had rot done' anything .:. ',,

betauSe it "'cannot gt,ara.ntee' any funding. set up
sites WithoUt.,FAp' money, no IV-A guarantee'?" bUt:IntervieWer'-

`was, asked. '::"..
. .

.
.

"..:),.

U' .

,

,i,-

.
Anothee4-C leader said."there,Pre..commUnities.needing.,.

day:carebut..-.theA-C,.eannot.addrestheir needs because we . .

. ,

have exhaustedthk-YFApneligible populatio.m." One'4-C comMittde,
IOWever, plunged ahead,despi'te7the. proble,Ms'HThis LIC.identi

... fied commUhity daycare needSand,..then contacted Community. '7' '4
people "te,get:themotodrOnize themselves';"0.'Once-the eoM-.. ... 6?

munity,memberS' started organizing, the LI,C provided' technidal.
assistance, worked with local agencies, and helped 6Perators. ,::;, -s,

ledate.sites:fer day'care operations. '. .,

.

6
..,, .,/' I-

0

0

...._

The HEW-Vermont grant states i..n. several' pllIces that one
of f.the expected outcomes of FAR prOtest is a demonstration'

(:.,, of the 4-C.'..s potential in:starting and operating day care n's3

V'',-,

.

:., , ,, . ....2

VC,1/:"Vermont 4-C Manual ' ,,z),,
'

J.
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'centers or homes acrosS\Vermont.
. Yet many,,4-C leaddi's said-

,. 5
-,

that their hands, were ti,d becausethey 4idn't ifave,the money

they exhausted the FAP.6ible populatiOn
\\or-could(not guarantee ere. fundingto'sUirt new, oPerations whet

..6
.. , \.:,

''',;",N T
6

oStatusof Families 'PartiCip:ting in bay Care
Lo 2y:'

0, Two main issues emerged\from,therespOnses to '.questions
concerning the eligibility se tiffs of faMi3j1es articipating,p

,.....in.).daycarc.First,'004-coygani'iations,saw their con
stituents as children, not families,: Accordingly,: the'4-C-
comMittees did not maintain records with'a tabulated

.

.,.-.,summary Hof the eliglbility
1

status faMilies partici- o
pating ,in their.daY ;careprograMs. ,' ':,.6

\z

.

-

Many 4 -Cs did not know how many clay Oaro.familio5 had
an adult member: participating iriheFAP.Manpower

anaLF,x--, ,,T)

periment and Demonstration ProjedVLIITN,*w 'Caretiers,
..Operation Mainstream or Neighborhood youth Corp's, 'for

is:,

example,. HThey also:did.not. know' how many fami.Lies were::
employed6and received-ANFC money. -They did not\know how
many families used day care 'servoices to enable'A the parent
to participate in .a t,raining program or to work, or be-s

" cause.:meither parent was available,duringportonof-the
day.'ornight., 1/ Several 4 -C leaders indicated', that the

wasinformation as "somewhere":on file but Ahat they
,,,

", bothered' to. count the'total..nuMber of families in the'pro'
grain.. S'eme Other el'C leaders attemp,t,ed;:to gueSt at the

.

....figUres. Two 4-Cleaders felt,fairlSv::Confident in the,
-nuMber they quoted. 'This-lack of specific-data May-Stem
,from,afeeling,that-the'eligibilittatus OT. dayeare',--,...

.,, 0families- ishota 4-C responsibility, .or..it:May rellectthe:.
i.absence of _a statewide,. informs z imySteuseful to the.47CS

as'a planning and.eval:uation'tRto.heiP ga0ge the extentof
the.2A-C impact on the.FAP and:Title' I177A target population.

forms 4101;
lead:6r cemplaifle td tha they did not understand";, .

OCD oxins 4101"; 102 Si' 1..03.;2/ and had been Waiting. for ..
"someone" from OCD to explain them." ThiP',j004id...that:once .

they understood -these forms, they would'know the .information'
youoare'askin aig r.

,
..

. ,,
. ,p

,-.

The.cassumption that working parents need ohl10.:(&ire
tance only between 9:00 a.m2 and 5:00. P.M. is inadequate.
Split ShIftS and night shifts lead to many com8ition of
need.

c`,

.2/. S -QC Appendix 0 \ \fr-Nr MIS instructions.
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In respohge to the question about the number of 4=C
families that had been referred trz(the FAP Vocational Rehabili-
tation project, several`A-C leades said that they hadHneVer
'heard of it, while feW'others did not know, anything about it.
Several others stated that "it wa'S the other way around - FAP '16
families were referred to us."'

-N\

Another interesting point regarding FA? eMerged 1n respOnse
t.o.theguestien.aboUt the,numberof families participating
theFAP Manpewer Experiment, and/beMonstration Project which
was appliCable only in the onlf,in the Burlihgton-Morrisville.
area. Without further explanation, two 4 -C leaders outside the

4;-Burl.ington/Morrisville area -indicated' that they had families ,

k(.,participating' in 'the E'E,' IDproject.

On the whole, the 4-C leaders seeMedto'be confused"ab'Out
thecentireVermont FAP,Pretest and none of those interviewed
demonstratedan understanding of the special day care .role
expected of the 4 -C. - 0

.
.//

"(:oordinating-Support.Systeins

The 4 -Cs highest-level of involvement in providing day
'cLre serviCesOlay in coordinating existing. resources -and

ft'

Providing a .referral-system for support. services. Comparativel,y,
only three 4-C,organizations could-be characterized as- being
extremelyAnvol'ved: in providing services.` One was fairly
involved, and four others were minimally involved.- tocal-ptib:Iic.
and private agencies-were identified as support service

J%!
c, - , .

0 o_...-__ . .

.. . MosVof, the.-4-Cs became involved. at the request of pPy.,
dare operatorst'or'bY'resPonding to.theTA-C pelacy..commilftee

_L.

or to requests from parents(. Onfy-foUr 4-C leaders. rated their
referral systemas'satdsfactory while two 4-C. leaderscited

of athe ladk f Staff r.dnon-cooperative'agencies as problems in
,, o 6

providiJig-a-referral:,serviee.!/
,.,

,
.

. . .

According to theChildCare Service Contracteach-4.-C
was reaponsiblefor coordinating State'lunded 'pro/fraM support
services -.,T*4--C alSo.previded.recalimehdationsAb the State
OCD for, im.p'roved-admineePtiOn and changes in the number.
or delivery of the program.. support services. ,AccorOinglci:. the
4-C was expected to account'Ior and report on 'any suprldMental
resources, it., used.

,
.

0
.

.
. . .

. The°47C Interim Policy Guide,states that it is the 4 -Cs
'function'to,coordinateoanddeverop -"the most efficight.,.
y 0 .effective and.economi&al means for delivering services to :
''childdh and faMilies,2/ The Federal .Interagency. Day,

1/ See Appendix I for p breakdoWn,of -Ovites by Area'A-C

'2/ The interiM Policy Guide lorc'the.A-C,J3rogaim

,
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Requirementsexplicitly.'describethe-daY cave SuppOrt rservicps
ooperating andadministrat,i'Veagendica,'Such as the 4-C, muSt:22-"j'
proVide. 1/ ' . ,Q Q. ,...

",!. ,i,-,

1r , ,., , ii ' C. 6 .

,a
... ',.0. . .

0
iL1`. : , ( ,:

.,
fTn the Child Care Service CehtiPct, 4-Cs are 'also-charged
.11 'op

withte,responsibility to coordinate tate funded program .

.supportServices;(hiCh may inClude, but all6'not limi).Led.to 0 o' .

Nutri,ti&4 'Health' and Dental)prOgrams,- Mental ).lealth;0 Social
. ,

.--.V
0 ., ,Services and,Transportatkion)fin each. specific 4-C arc. ,,

c,0
..,..-

.i ,. 0 Cl L?
. . . .. ,.

.

.

L '-,. iIn,additon, the .4 -C "will provide .recommehdations'
1?to....

,
.

.

(the,office'for improved ,adMinistration and changes., in the"number''.0
C. or delivery :of program 'support servizes as listed (above) for I' ..

,,

'.' the re , .region. , c
,.''.: ,

0 11 '6 0 0. . .
.

01.

's? ' Despite the quality child care requirements set,forth in
both the Federal 'Interagency Day:CareRequirements and the
.Child Care Service Contract, the 4-C leaders agreed that
the state dich/not provide' Siffficient funds te 4able-,cempliance.

1,
. (1, .

0 ,. ,. 0One:4-C leader:coMplained that "OCD'sStandardsfor qua'lity..9
.

, day care are astehishingly,low". and said that the 4-C committee ..:'

,., "resents. being as a guise,represehtingAuality cla cafe ,:, , ,,',.

...._

.

to the., community when weareOnly able to proVidecustedia
I care." , . ,) .s ". ,,, 0

.

7
__ ..,.... .....

' The A-C'Aevel of invelveMent- in'the,provisiel'i of three ,,13 s, t.

. ,.
,, r important' ancillary services j_s-.. summarized' as follows : six 4-,Csr)., .prey, ided health services, twoo.provided food services, two pro-

II

videetrangportation services and-twe'did not provide -anrof them.
' . .C.1 . ' r .

.

.
f ,-

-iar't
l-i

9haveTheen"appended,Whie describe how, the 4-C .'

l 'i
'COMitteeP, are invoiVed)in providing hePith, transportation

') and/or ,food services to,day care\sites,Vand'the identifiable

, o _ \

c

(1
,

problem. 4/ T :! ".

LL.

1,

,I.,H -' ,

fahlyone 4-C leader could tell us heq'Mueh money: was spent
,

--fir-thp,t,-arepiannually for health ($1,000.00) and 'trans-
0

o

portation ($.20.0.00) 'and what percentage ofthe 4-C COMMittee's
,

time was devoted to health A5%1 arid transportation (I7%) : The y

others did not-know. .
.

0

.1/ The Federal'Interageney DayNCareTequirements5 September 23
-1968, pp. 9t11 ,,

2/ Vermont Child Care Servie, Contrat, P.7
3/ See Appendix J?

See-11ppendi>: I
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, 6

Wejearned that bne 4-C',evaluated the quality.dflits sites'
',health grid by'bbservation, since the Operators
were fighting anykind'of,forma7: evaluatiOn by the The
,informal evaluative obserations were dbne atvariousIimesand
recorded in the site.'s',1Older in",the4-Cs In another,

4-C director. Occasionally evaluated thequality-of.
Illealth.serVices by obserVation, 66t-Saiethat:very-little" .

was One with the information.. This 'leader ;hoped to proide
the operators With self=evaluation forms, in IHe future. There
wai'Consensus that dental care ,seemed to lie needed but, could
notibe- provided adeqUately-withhthe current alloCation'bf,

;i

resources 1/
x,;

0

4-C,sharing Resources

The 4-C. Interim :Policy Guide suggests that the 47c shou1,d
arrange for one agency tcxsupply a Yspecifib scrviceIO the day
pk1 (I

.-

:
areoperators. For the 4 -C, to receive official recognition,

'it must -give-written evidence of coordination in at least two
lof the three areas (program coordinatiOn,.staff development or
administrative eoordination) described below:

AgreeMents have been reached for co-
operative efforts in program coordination
through at least one of the following:

a. Joint program Services in such
areas as medical;'dental psycho
logical services or community
outreaChL.L,

b.--.Joint action in
creational, parent education and/or
other activities; '

C":' 'Joint use of Supervitory
specialtzed staff (e.g:i,.music,
art, orthead teachers)..

it. ,

6. :Agreements /have been reached for
. effOrts :in staff developmentthreugh
of these orosimilar elements:'

O. . 1;1(
. Common trainips-programs;.

cooperative
one 2

iFxchange of persenbeI fOr
pUrposesl-

Staff"visitation programs

ts.

1/, See the discussaonv fon evaluation in chapter or,further
detaifS, pp. 288-29,1'.'
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tl t

0

7.
greements haVe

been'reahedtrative
coordination through one.similar elements:

,a.
Joint,purdhasing

arrangements.;
h. Common business

services;'
c:

Joint iperSonnel
recrndting systemsand

Interageney,trahEfeth. .1A ' ' E.

0
Only'ope

organ#ation appeared. to have met the speci-,
fications descri6ed. abo4. There was .little

evidente_that't.he
others, even'

thoSe which helped
to coordihate

health,'food
and

transportation,SerVices,,ffet the Specifications with.

;,respect to
staffrdeveloPment or. administratime

coordination.
IICD-investigation did not, 'disAose

anythihg'to suggest moni-
toring in these areas, either by the State

4-C!Committee Or 'by
the State.Offipe

of Child.
DevelOpment".o.Ii the,A,-C Child Care Servide

ContraCt., the 4 -C was
charged,,

withthe
responsibility

to-coOrdinate tr9ih.ing andthe
sharing'

of site personnel.

Ou'findings°sugges( that the- system 4-Cs used for sharing,
resources was so 'informal-end

haphazard. thatj.t.' could not be
*elle) a sys'tem

atYall..,Fieferral,s depended on .th`e 4 -C chair-
persen,or project

directors
personal knowledge

of the, day care
site

;;personnel t'r If
the,;,,chairperson

Iclow;')'for' example,
X Day

Centet./had someone who understood the
boby(eeping-.

gystem'jt17.at person. was

called'upon-to.teacti'other,,staff- One
4 -C used

the,SchOolfor
International Training

-(SJTI_which-had...._programwithoying.Lteachera-WW-W-ere shared amongthe-centers :77'fWb
centers,imilt:he same

areereconsidering,
a :joint_suimer'kogram;'

an exampleof
the cooperation

.existing
among the

day'ca're; oiOratorsh
thatarea).refiecting-the unusuall

energy'sand
domMitmefitcif'that area's 47

leadership to the
prograM. In .abOther 4.<, the centers

coordinated with one another
-for staff, training under the. leadership of one of tho-.day.

care:.
'centerS,EThe. other fivd.

4-,CS.didhot share' peraonnel on the
gX'0,inds that.:they

lacked staff todo,so.'
(On page 3

dif.thea_.*-C Chil',1)Cere
Service Cpnlract, it states,-

that the 4-C "will begin
'planning, for

.andschedule. theimplemen7
`tation Of "substitute

staff(dyatems for leave pu4oses
service

providerS,Participating in the child
care program:

)Baaad't!ti'the

evidence of sue
a SyStem.oPerat3hg.

CI
\

I7T-4-C Interim Policy Guide ;pp: 15-16

0,

0

.... ,

. ,

a
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o

r, .iiiiP of the W-Cs,''8hared sUpplies'anefaCilities,' In one-

.,-,

0'11-C, one Child'DeVepPmentCenter had.','aHheMe enrichment program
from'which supplies werevavailableon4ean or were given away.,
In anothet 4-C area, the opetatersshared tables and cha irs.I

0 e' :One. A-pchairperGon notified thee,site,,oPerators when she dear1ie0
of a Saie, A,11 this was 'donekinfOimalli, but some operators,

'.''ere planning to,buy,fbed and supplies jointly on .aregu],at',
basis.: This effort appeeted'to be a refleCtion of that'-:,
chafrpersensPecif interest.' ,'''In another',-C-C region, two of.:.

, .. .. the largest eentersi,nformellybought,supplies 'together without
. ..

assiStance fromrth6) prea -,..47C... : , .. .; .10 . ,..

0 !'- ..,J, ... 1...:,..._ H-4,-;,
.

. 0 ... .- . ,,,, .

..0.. .

Monitoring. and Evaluation Systems
: -- , ,' ' '-' I°.

.

,

.
. .0

,,

All 4,-C leadersstated they.,Jladtheresponsibility,to'lielp
<,

clay care -,sitea-compy 'withAaycate .riegUlations., Moat. rof,the
..,

.....'0 4-Cs informally provided assistance, or instructions.,. 0 tand copies of the and fedetalfregUlalions-to day care.

. . ..0., Operators.- Very few fMloWed uP,.-with any4kin&of
.,. ., .

,, G, A' Four 4-Cs never evluatedtheir'day ,care'sites.While the,ether'*
four usecra Variety ofl'approaches to evaivation. In one area,
Ae...,4-C Chairman. informally visited the.Sabs'MonthlY .: ' '.0 . .

11

I.)

1

'

. , , . .ryo ;:to see if the sites are doing what they said they.aredoing,".-
c In another, the 4-C planner evaluated the sites.asit was needed. '. c,,,.'for planning purOoses.'.'' In a third, the. '4-C director andstaff-,..,

,, . c, . ,

e
, ,said they .'informelly.eValuatedcthe sites. daily: :In-cthia%erea,- 0

the);director had' wanted ta. conduct.60:formal. evaluation annually
but said-there,was. kesistande.froMIthe opetatOrS...and'ne state..

.

,
.,'support on the isaUe In fourth -area ,:onlY,One'd6Y.: Care ,.

,
cr,

,
q. ..

, . _centerkW-as "infOrmally,OValuatedmOnthlybeCause'-the President,--
.c.,of the 4-C Board was also a member of that'bentersBoard:er

..
. ..-Airectors.. ." , : ... . . . . , .

, .

.

.

...

,.,.

. . . .

-. We found only two examples where-4--CS,4layed,an active ', .. , .

0

monitoring tole :to ensure program quality and child safety.'" One,
4-C clOSed-a-sitetemporarilywhenthe".operator-refused. to be
iicensed.: Another 4-C t.-lo'Sed` 'A' Satellite Home because children-. 0 .:. 0 ,;.,

, , . , .
. ... were being0,too severelyidisciplined'.- '-:. ..

.

':Most -of the 4-C leaderswere.--awate.off.`the Child/adult
.-c., , , 0 . .

tatie.teguitements in the Vermont day care licensing regulations, o,
in-the-Vermont'InteilM-Day Care G6idelines and Operating ,

. .

. k)Procedures and in the Federal Interagency Day Care 'Requirements.,
.c,,Nonevofthe. leaders expected to be able to changeAhe.reguired.

.\\'ratioa'andonly.'.one knewi of,anyexeetiopa-being PetmittedtO ,

thefederalbr st..ateA6lt;taties A'feW,said thee should be ' -,-

6.pOiley regardingbefete-6nd'after:school.childten3whe upset '. .

.

.
-.-],thetatio temporarily during the,) day One 47C:had.,.aprohlemwithH.

. the minimuffi',18-Year-old-tstaff requirement.,CoMpliance:With-the'-:---,' .. 0

f'-ederal and state child/ad-2t ratios was,oblained thtbughfnformal '.

observatien-end'disCusSiensiowiththe--operator if the ratio was off,
, 6, ,

A .

r V ;,
.

, ;ev,2,,,,,,Ar'.'-*t-",.
,,

,
. ,,., D c.,

L--

t .

0
. I. '

. . i" )
1

A o'
:

., ,,
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1,
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.
. About,,, half: of the dgy

care clirectors interviewed did '.not. /
'

.

. ..'. i ° Know if the '4-C enforded, compliance with the federal dnd l',,,,;', ''',.
.

.:State child=adult. ratios '; eight said the 4-Cs' did not enforce
compliance. The Others said they 'did by !lohecking, or,,alWaYS , ,, % '-,',

.

asking,.questiohs.",, .

r. ,

.
.

0 .... ;
. . . .

. 0
0 ,

. ,l , ' J. ,

.. . ,
.

. .. .
.

.

.

,
. LICD 'investigators.1qund'that the State OCD previded Only-...;''

I . ..
C

I

.

II .

I , k'0vague:direCtion to t)le',4Csregarding0monitering
aiid'evaluation.--c.....;:,....,, . ' ,) , In one specific situation, when some_dsy,care .operators, bedame,;

''. :'":" ''''..,' '',' -
,i-t-si,

--: militantly opposed to being.evaliSted-by the-42C, the director', ': .,'.

.

,.

k
' urne'd,to SOCD for sUpport. After several shifts about heW:to, ;,';\;-'

iy. .

,,- , k, .,fulfill the evaluation:regUirement,
the,'OCD advised., "PerhapS°,,

,
.:,,,''

. you'd '.better give in .t&. the centers and. let them do their own V
.evaluation, and monitoring so you will have their trust,-and

,o \,.

, 0
"',e -,-.: well do what yeu want to

'', , "%

. \- '. 0

. ,

, ,,

.:,, ' ..:-

tasks to be Performed by the 'Vermont contractor

and provide -,a basis not only for assessing

The following paragraph is included i'n,th8).list fiof specick.:

forms be,".deVelopedc-Oich will meet
Federal and State needs on FAP children

It. is anticipgted that ''standard reporting,

, o

..

the effectiveness of current programs,, but 0 '

aid in the projection,of future services. 1V
..

At the 4-C level of the Vermont Day Caro System, LICD found
..,.little evidence of such activity.

..

,

,.c.;; According to the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements,,
. ,

,

with which, the'''4:7-bs and day-care,operators mustcomply)-aS
,,--gUotedfin-the-Child Ser-Vice ,Contractl

.
, .

CAre7faCifities- must be ,

periodically evaluat-ed n terms +,:.
J

b-f:.the,Federal Interagency Day
.

.
. . .

, Care Standards,

2 Local operators must evaluate
,

,
-

6 ,
,,

/
0

kl

theilr-own6program activities,,
''.according,to:mutli-nes-,1.-Afoiins.,
etc,-, proVided'bythe operating.,

!, and administering agencies (i,e., ' 0
12 )the day care operatbrs, and the ,:o

4-C). ThiS-self-eValUaeionomust.
, r;

be periodically plannecLatd
schedUledso that results of ,

evaluation can be incorporated
.

iriteethe':preparation'-of the
suaceedingzY,ear!,t plan,2/,

7

,

. ,

,

.

1/, HEW/Vermont Contracts
.

. .

C '

(=

2/ FIADdR op. 'cit. to.. 17.

U.,,
e , . 'r
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,,

,,,

0 o"

: .Occurring 'at the 4-C lever. k .
t r ,' . 4 ,', tt, 0

''''''.' 'Y'' ,.. Forms and procedures ,ci 0 ,, :.0... ,, ,. , 7 ., ,.., , '
,

, , 0
6

';, ,, .0 _
. ,

,

According to the 'Federal Interagency:DaY:,Care Requirements.,, , .

- r. f,', ' i,:,,I the 01)e-rating or administering agency (whIch.cduld be the
.. or OCD),must, provide for 'ELIer.deVplOpmentandpublidatioh of-' .,,,: -r -

7**,....._...,.....:.

, . 17.:=7 Policies, and .procedure goVerning,4 , '
L .. .

L.,
,.

'0

j a. Required program services '

,

.c.

. '1) . ,Intake, ,eligibiit9
Financing

,..,.

, \,
.1 ' d. Relations With the ,community

9 . . Contihuous evaluation
.

,r., " i f. Reporting requirements
yg..: Compliance with Title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964 , Y
.,,

f,,,(pur investigatiohoreveaLed-jhat five 4-.Cs'had,notdeveloped
and 'published policies and procedures to be followed by the
day:care:operators in their. 4,C areas. The three 4-Cs which

and in their contracts'Withczthe,SiEct.:One,A7..0 cl#ector.,;bre-
did, informally published them threugh newsletters, memoranda

k

,

pareda-Summary,of-thd..FAPlndIV7Apguideline,s WhiCh:She o
, ..

ilaije'Cto the area S-ites I6 two:other 4-C,aleasStale
OCD';',Memoranda-'Weaodistribut811 occasionally during meetings to, : 0

,

allowYdiscussion,ontheAuidelines, iiInvOne 4,-C area, whO any
e.',,- 4 idaines:were,developed:',either.:by the4'4C.Lor:SOCD; d ' ," i :, ,'' ,

,° " ;a'6,
, 4S meeting heiOt=7.tO.Mae.:,-SuretIcatleVeryone'Thad.,the same '.1

.!,f' they diditt:UnaerstaYld ra guidelindbor Prodedure.

Oinders tanding..:andf interPre ta tionof -'-the .gu id el ines cto 'be'' used AN'
o

c.

*he AC.'leadertold'usr'''theymust agree onWhat'',.Ehispiece of
,

94P,Pr,says." 'Otherwijsethe,ope6ators teleppehedthe.A-C

Based on,the 4,7C,,,,flesponses toAICD questions, it eOcared . .1.

.
,,,: that sop had,a7SSuMed,responsibilitY'for Ehedevelopment and

publication of policies and iarocedUres ed!tfie 4-Cs had be-
come interpreters of Cii'e,Iaw for-themday care operators,. :.

It::,,alsa appeared that the policies were not determined in any, t
,

0 "systematic fashion out were sent out Sporadically in Memoranda
Which were not uniformly rbceledsby,,all the 4-Cs The FAR

,.
Interim Guidelines issued by the State 0,C6,On'August 23 ,

,..,
1-9,71, were the only published prOcedUres.=, andooyetedonly
eligibility andr.hill.ingprocedUres, 'hOt day care service delivery.

0 In the absence of 62'ficiial gilidelineSand_policies,_one,4-C
\. -,,o leader -began: to:Write a 'step7bystep procedure tor organizing.,

'. '
' 11,L and developing a64-C Day Care programp then discontinued the., r

effor,:when theState O(D staff ::.Said theY:Were,develOping such
manuaL,P1/ One 4-C was developing functional forms to ba,:ilsed

,i.\

:!! I/,Idehgifoied as "The:Cookbook!' the,'m4na1 was still in(Troduc,tiO:
as-1,q.CDcompletekits,inquiry

,,, s q 00 , , ; ' '
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(

f.) ,

. /1 d5''' cl, "for specific 4, -Qc t 1 v it. i os and tune tiolts...,trAnother .1-6. had-

,,,l'
developed a ver bal', proceslurd 'EOr cleternYinitng efigi 1,11 i,ty,.

. 0b, illing , reimbUrsement and site appro&al: $,,tii.1.1.. anotherdevelvled a "CareElker. checklist , oIL 'ofo the r-2-ssil y' to
4-(t.'''

create;) order out of onos ,'"-''and because it ,hri,..)ped th0- 4-,ft, , .., staff "to provide information,' t'e upgrade the. qual icy of ease."
'

(,

4!-C cleveloped a new face,' sheet for the. rah thl y." designed to''' meet its nyeed forrchealth tancl billing recbri;ls.St-, ill-andthe r... .47C
. devised a procedure .for'4ergani.zing ihe-vendor., ' s . .bills in an attempt to- mike all billS .uniform 'and the i-L'fore. -.... 0',.- ... ea si,er for its ,StaEf' foe ia8. and rscord. ..,T1:10, 1 n's truc t,sohs,. f ,.:?,- ,.7:: f!')/0 this procedure were ,ui'smi..ttee verbally to the site staffs. 0

.. .. ..

',, ecammuniCatiOn',,SysteMS ; -- .--" - '.,,, -'. ,-
... , ,

..(-1...?". .. " ,:

'-- 0 ,,

, ., .

operated 'from,. Citme,.. 197l.;,',..until. MarCh;, 1(:)J2 '1,,',wit.h no office,
. .,

sites.. aria- regular meetingSr'. ''...One"-,eCeption was w-- 41(j .wl-lic11..
Operating sites .Via rtheTt7.1-e phone, ina'il, reguiar...Visits.t t90

Most 4-c,P;s'?.seemecL,.t6, have good communi Ca t len g wit hfi,lo., ir '.. '.'. , .,
.,

...".

,,

.

0
,

0

.1:10 telephone a na l.'n('',- salar'.1'6:-.,'''';-.-other-.tah'''.'711:it"Vi.iii- pa 1..dr,li by 'Ili 3.

LI lOcal. Menta1- Health" Clfhie""". As'-a 'result, its only contact
("",.

, with the sites-was-by -, telephone . ' 'The same., 46,C -had littte..con-. ..... . .......
-. ...,,, 06ttwith"proSiaeetive.satellite;-hoitie.Moth&rs..._...-I,ICD investig a -'',..'

tOrS 'discovered -i number of situationst- in which Aibmes `Wer6 . -."
,

.i.I. i censed dbut ha. hoc- pla rriceen ts.: The.c..,1 to sa t.oll ite, .hoale. operato.rs.-.-,. void .. us ..'they . received 14c:raj:pre :but,. had .not been assti....q-:.le.d ,lny ,.. ,

children -7',hey ,We'reo-anxiotisl.y,lWai ting. to he-it eithev teat ; _theyhadr:;`.en licensed fir l'- that h,.;-y k,;(3.::.1.-c:1".i...,..-".et,:. i57,.'cliirld re fer ra ls'6 :'
I' to start 'Operating . .. I loWeve r ,1,,..Whenwe....':.:?tioned : !icy '4"-:(::

chairperson regarding this mati0....,;:::h.c.L-61.d ' as :'[i!'.'ill.. rho,:.:
0. , - 5 i, t:u.atiOn;:,:didn '.1,:'..eist , tha t 'such things- "didn''':t. happen''.

tI, ,;,;.,. ,
.:)..

. .
,, . ...i. also..-foUnd-thab-.1frequency''''ofu communic:ation:".va'ried..:,, -, , ;

.. ., ,.,.., ,

. r

0 , ...,

.,.. , IS' ,Th roe.' 4-C comniUn :I cate d \.i. i...h their sites week I.v ,' o r 111C.) 1:C.1 ? 6 I. Le n.,,...,

.., 'd ; three .,communicated once 'a mOni?A'. and 'two Odmni....'s-oliiOa tdd i r r'egular-. , " '', ' r: , '''''' ,, ',,ly ,, 'as neecled-."--',Iji," the Northeast'. Kingdom ' where lOCCSA rather ...o, -----o. -than'''th;'a 4-C..,'..:0fayecl the "major "day,: care adm.inistrative, role,, .

',.' -'... , site operators ac'imp l a i ne,-i, that they could not c:,t,--badyOtfigures sO ?-hey didn t know where . ' , ,

,their.. monv . was going,. . ..T.'n o' ' , l

'

,

thicorea, seien Day- Care Centei-s were d rect.! y accountable
!;to OCCSA. ')

Apparently there was 1 i ttl e communi cation between tc.ipo,State OCD md nrw 5 OCD office in Boston. 'The 4-C-,leadrq ,

touch with the Boston HEW-OCD-s ta Et ind4tatPd ti16
e:kVe'rmont4:6-C in forma tion..,- c,1.ian ' t,. always ,' teach 'Boston ;,-... Vii :. the'.,

S ta t e OCD . C : of,04-'.4-C director Said thab"state requests for I
, I ,,6 in to rmation cOme-0,as aS. re-suLt.: '6 E .---reques'tsi'f.roM" Washington.

: tl.2
The communication ".Sy s teM.,be tveen..,'Ehe .4-.0 areas i.,nd -,,.,t. he,State -OCD ',Vormonbwas- loose -an ei',,:' t nclepenc.abliO,I, . A ('IV ..Cct.re

",Ir ,0 q,,.. .

Oiree.tors,..Association, -,bblaposed.5(.\ ,142-L.Lead:::rs,-'and-,daY01-'ca re
. ..van , s, foinee,in sou-tnern- Vermont , , at leas t partly

. .
t. v t' d b .. the need -.- -1-1 a cur t , timely -uid 'u,,pful'Iliform-i-'

ti,66 .. :::. r. : r'!. 0.(!,- ,,,,z, .

-.-!!,
, ..,.

,

Cl,

o
Ii

'0 '
41,

, I

"CS '
s; P.Vq.

t-1 0 IV

U

,



: :

-:
: :

;,
, r

I

0
c ; :

(

c
i

rci U
, '

' vo
'

r '
4! ' c-

' c
',

, V
0 (

I 4

yJ ,t i
( . '

() ? 0 A a
I

,- r 4 cu
*1-. b ' f "' 'p

,

:
'

\

. , "ti 0
'

\

:: -r
.

C

a a i..:

-.

.-
I

a

.,
. r .

) i292 -' ..

.,...-

I-i.. 1cidci', c',.pres-,cu _grcL o' Lhci poi_C
cc1 Lb 0 th on Li_nuing nv i].. oo Lwoen athc I AP pflnninc, rs iffThn the SLiLo OCD stdff Oic C Da.1.c_ 0 rporLedLha. lic çis ,)cors LonL LoiU ou h V Co Lo nc_c Cle whoc

c i.e on r? 'ann ii o- OC) l lO rep'
ccwas I L iougii L a w, 'jj. o i o i o c' i"i

cc
).___

,. .

- ould n I c_Cl. , L tc I , L n.i ic dual .QpCJI ' lb 1 1 )i.

I' C / C 11.0 C II OCI1OC' Usc L o La..c sLafis 1coi,L nueCi toourcc' of fni'ction i i sonu eas as it '11s Iuring the
I innli ç, )i9C5S !./ -c lo 1(1 S Lamed). 11 Suc nec Lions i. incfro:a. new s tote lcadersh ip,and stcc f to :110Cc cii red: cocsctunca-LC 5 1 1 1 I iqto

Ii 'icTnformition SYStL .1

0: 1 foci o the 4-C Cor' n.j. LLees iao 1 p I) I) C) II OnssLeni I clu&u CoflLacLs with 1cicl officiol_ s. cc ic. i i.
cngacJellonts,,, nç spaper,,..te1ec.Cision

: ..................
rn 3cn,rinrto-, .01:1:01 the 1)1 COCLOt 01. tic iUflfl.LflgLO1i Child

I) ' C10011C I Co LLI c.i1 c 'L In I - own s L ic L' L Lvoted to gi'e the center $4, 000. r4ánchester Day Core also
asked for doy care mor-ey .a its town ide iii buL was féuteci,
LI I hOC I S L hi \ 'i'O S - I LU ') SC L iL 0 iC /, .. ... ... '..

.

( 5 ( 5'S( .'L 1_iL cL1c.i 10 III cLIi 972 boL Case Loi anc Ottei Valley necci (( lOflL\ 5 i /c_silL 0 L own ha ilocated $6 000 00 foc -c cihtin ci C

I) L 1 C1) e. Lh noflC here the I-C. 1i i_cc 0 ic ed '
0 I L -C 1 II I i. Lo ')&. C I L ic rc '<L 1_C 01 g agcnc' I

- -c i i 5 L i c L ii li

LICD anal '.i r 'Li LI I -C iC': I 1 Lritie 5t I iss c t more tine cit Co ci c. poop] e n Lhcy C) .iich t c r
)0.LI ccomrniLLccs hrcc of L cm spe consicici. ibla Uc. Iof cin with their c]iy cz.re oncrators. Althou1b rocto o; .......... I'a vane they rcflecteLi ste iSSCSSmOI LS o pr 01. L1.c.5 ahe gieate f( CUS of energy direc od towa IL Cole LI Isuggestci CI1eI\ sooc of th -C 5 :e JS IaciV hevo. bEICri c-orkinc:. Ln

vCCUUV iL oc. iJ L 101 L' C "0 c Co 111cc. 01. Lic C Ci c.opei iLois

IC il 01 L 0 .110 ( sL LI wit 1 sLL ci cc.cI CC'i'I. 15 C OLIC 'c.Lc sL I I' c.C' re ci mo ro
Lo Lc.c. I C -c j. .dor I c the i ic I\ 0 fle . - sps L L ci Lb in 0 I IC 'L .c cia c. tie of fici i L5 Oic c-C ieacc_ C as've 11 'l IL c.'.,C.i E 0 IIL.. is IL ic.'L CC'i h... ot. (IS

a '-I CC 'c. f,Q1theL mbnthic 01 OCi Oi,..11 5 ICCCC
.ICD I \ CS ic tors wero tol 1 Li -C ct O',_ c Li
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The percentage of time spent in:writing reports alSe
uKarieda .great deal from 4-C to 4-C. Three leaders. indica-

(/'

ted they spent less, than 5% of their time. writing reports one
spent 5-10%, two spent 10 725% and,two spent- about 25750%. One
4-t director who spent 25-504. of her, ime writing reports,

.

fpur constituencies which required them: SOLD, the day
care' operators; "universities" andthe general 4 -C membership.
The other 4-CS generally issued reports to OCD and/or the
Policy Committeeo using' anywhere from} '.20% of their time for
this task: '

Three 4-C'leaders sknt 1 to 3 days per month in
traih'ing,activities.... The zest.. said `they did not participate-in any trainingactivities

0

...47,C -leaders _found. it difficult to asse
,of their time was with:various tasks

, .

-estimated that 4 -C leaders spent a total of
\, month performing the following six tasks:

certifying family eligibility
approving vendor'sreceivingfUnds
maintaining filfs
reviewing monthly bills
reviewing and verifying fee eoMputationS6
preparing and.,summarizing billing,r0Orts

Ss what percentme
HoyeVoq we

'4 or 5 days,per

2, bows/Month'
2 days /m6hth
21/2 0.ayifymonth
2 hour's/month
2 .hours/month.
1 hour /month,

We found that time spenton paperwork varied with_eachA
individual's assessment of importance and that person's
attitude.t.oWard reports and recordS, regardlesS of requirements
impoSed..:

Records :Ma'int'ained by the 4-C

All eight 4-Cs maintained file-copies of minutes of Policy,'
CoMMi.-4e6 meetings. Most of the 4 -Cs kept records and statis-',',
tical data,on,eligibieehildren.°,0ne 4 -C director commented
that they had only certification forms on fdle. Anether'stated,
that the information on\file-Was hot reliable Still another )-,
commented that the 4-C list did not include all the eligible
children inothe area. The fact that ;only a few',4Cs bacWSome
statistical data on eligible childkIn suggested that the 4-C
committees were not REI.t of a formalinfOtmation system" and
raised,severalfimpo,tttant cidestions:. Without these records how
did the 4-Cs khow target population was being served?
j,fthe 4 -Cs did not ;have this information on'file, who did? If
tbe,State OCD staff had it wt7ere did they get it--and hoW,
did they validate,Such infotmatioh? 1/

1/.. See Chapter, 7YInformation:- Pp. 314 -333 for detail,?..
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The need for a, viable' information
systemwas expres'sedrepeatedly Such a syttem,:47C leaders said; would not only" be Cognizant of SOCD's information needs but would assess andmeet Qthe 4-CsAPfOrmation needs at welt both in fCrm-andContent.

In' addition to Lne required:TePorts, we were told that4 -Cs maintained otherrecords 'and -reports' ''Some of theseIncluded: The 4-C president'snotebook,
PAP Traippa:StatusReport, ParpntDeclaration and Employment Status, pertonnelfiles, PAP (1.pi:umentation,

historical records, ai,d copies of cOn-traatt- With,;'dakfca7:ooperators-.
,The absence of :a useful inforr-mation tYttemppearedtopresent

significant probleMt for the4-C committees,.,and was' reflected in the,'dive'l.tity of ,materialst,hey collected in attempting to keep informed, 1/1:ndeed, thisdeficiency M'ay prOve to. haVe been,op,e of the ".more important..factors in determining the, success or failure ofthe day care delivery 'system.

. The.. majority of 4-Cs did not. pay for any.day, care sUpOort \ttervicesrom their own ,resources. :One 4-C holped,pay ferheaIthcare, and soCiaI,-,ServiCes while
anottierhelped_-Payfor.'jlINenr011ees, working forthe 4 -C ,.

.

.....

o ," ,
their .organization. ,...Ork 4-C'director-,.made a',"guesstimate"

,,.
. ,

.

ThreC.--4-C'leaderS said they- did not-know the 'income of

and ;did not -their 6"kganizatien's mensegiandenly one 0,4-C".4irector was able to tell us how much the 4 -C spent fork.:day carefservices > All of those interviewed.
reMiadpdj,,ICIL______

-.L7-staff-that',othe:r-pdt-dbfiA777-ffe7asdrer,:bookY:eeper, etc..) ,,.._. kept the tinancialrecerds, by way of'eplai4ii!ng theirown-..-
'lltitedOcnowledge Of specific income and Oxpenses:,,,

'o, , .,'-'. :
.

At'; the tame time, however,' another factor,,,probablY.con-
tributed to, the, contusion-°-namely, that the:4CChild!Service.
contracts established three separate aceounts::,. (1)''PaYm9c!.tof child care services,' (2) paYMent of admihistrapive. costs,and .,(3). child care.fee

,,;:ollectionsfromparents whwvere re-,quifred=t0.COntribute a'pOrtion ofthe'Child-cdre.;Cost becauseof itheir income level. 1\clditienal'iy, the. 4-CS' wereregbited-._. to use a double ent/
V/ boOkeeping'tyttemyhithfe adMittd

''understanding. - ,,
.

.

..

.,.

. The 4',Cleaders said theY'."did. not kno4Uch" twit'..
.

,

. ...' ;.
.

.
.

....
.

..

,,

LI .. ,.

the,incoM-6.'dayCare',operatorSactuallyrecelvsd in additionJ',tO'Title- A-,IV7 and` PAP monies-. -A few4-C'Airectors did identifywhich of their:sites receive money from Head 'Start nand some 'ofthe sltescwhich-received
contribLvciont,-but,didnet knOW

':,17.low' muckl;morley..w0s.,receivea.
Nr,

..,:!

Rt

0

a.

1/ "See Appendix N for detailS"of
A:ey."the,, 4-C 'area, Committees.
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In a comparative analysis of the 4-C 'leaders' responses
to 'our; questions and the budgets in the child care service,

'contracts, sever(al/discrepancies became evident-.--- Given the
liMitation of time and staff, L1CD was unable to'' pursue
these ,discropancy factors further than to flag them fo

future study.. However, for purposes of evaluating, the total
pretest, it will;"\e important to distinguish betWeen finan-
cial discrepancewhich resulted from .inade'cinaze accoun),ng
,\practices and discrepancies which reflected inadequate budget, ff,.
control.
Salaries and Fringe Benefits

The average 4-C directors' salary was $9,177. Salaries
ranged frOm $7,500 to $11,000. There.appeared to be no
correlation 'between educational level or colaege degrees and.
salary,; earned For example, one 4-C director with a
earned $7,500, while another 4-C director' with only some
c011ege3b'ackground earned $10,000. The average bookkeeper,7
secretary's salary was $5,725 and ranged from $5,200 to $1.7,500\
The average salary of -three child, care C3ordinators, was
$7,957 (more than the salary of twoOof the 4-C directors) .

All of the 4 -C staffs ()received pAd' vacations, sick pay;
and paid holidays, and most of then received some form
incsurance,..lsocial security, workman' s --compensation, ,and/or
+,1neirtlloymei.t"--Compensation insurance.. Only one .4-0, staff
Memb'er-!r`eci,'.;:ed,c;ompens,atory time of f' for overtime worked.

Summary

revealed. serious frustra-
tions among the 47r- leadership over the 'smoldering .iSstie",6
developmental versus; custodial care.. ,There 'seemed to be
ConsensUsP that 4-C'.committees were designed to proyide
services /,to children, not. families,' and,that fe.deral' funding
fremi,-,whatever source should be, primarily, a means to that
end'. Thl;Lq point of "view was confirMed, in the responSes
receisSedto f,,luestion's concerning) families. in every, case,

"4 -C leaderS told LICD investigators that they kept their
records arid "organized their activities around children rather
than fa'Milies and, 'therefore ,' could- not respond specifically
to b.ur, questions about El-ie-TAP impact' on families or parent
employment factors. -

..:'There was,consenSils,/also on ythe need for quality, day
care for children of workinparents and agreement with the
overall goals of a wq.fare -reform strategy which would prbvide
'employment alternatives tof.a,_dole. Nevertheless 'the
leadership agreed that,day. care eligibility should include
childten needs, in addition to the Heconomineeds of
families. ,4-c leaders descr,.j.bed their position asj-,being
"c.aughtkin the middle" between their own priorities of,

0
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quality child care and compliance with FAP and Title .1'V-Afunding sources in order to stayoin business.

State 4-C Committee.

Except for its earliest role in helping to organi.:fe the
.area '4-Cs,.the State 4-C Committee had no direct relationshipwith day care operations. This 'fact, however, did not semi' tobe known or understood

inthe,field where state 4.-C and StateOCD. were talked of as if they were one unit. However, by0aping of 1972, the state 4-C,camnittee had begun to'mOnito:rarea 4-C compliance with the 4 -C Program Guide and hadrestructured itself with,the
Governor!s..approval,. te includeas its thirty metber's, 'sixteen consumers (parents)Q.cightreprdsentatives of the private: sector (selected by each'area4 -C) and 'representatives-from
.each oftheosix major state0 ageQpies.

It seemed obvious that the .State 4-C,Commi'ttee'srole,'became more indistinct and dimihished as the Office ofChild Development,beeame the powerful dispenser of daycarerules and money: In May-, .1972, when the J.,.ICD study was com-pleted, 'theState 4-C
commit:Lee-was "redefining its role"and working toward achievement, of the broader 4 -C- chijdc,.,care goals which had 'become

overshadowed by. FA? day careand its influential funds.

0
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6 Chapter 6

Day Care Support Resources

Providers of PAP day care services in Vermont. found
themselves pretty much pn their own when it came to locating
and using sUpportiVe resources. FAP day care-pIannerS had
assumed that FAP 6:ligible children would receive medical
care under Medicaid and "seed grants" were available for
some renovation of facilities:' Centers servfng'.Title IV-A
and FAP children were eligible for,food under the state's " :-

special feeding program and surplus commodities distribution.:
program. -Alternative types of transportation Were also to be
developed and:. tested, especially' in rural communities

.

One other important idea appeared in. the HEW/Vermont
contract,. the reqUirement that existing_organizations were to,
beilsedjor administrative expediency 'Whenever possible.

This chapter describes' how well the Vermont PAP daycare
. .

system mobilized and usedthese and other support resources
such .as health and transportation services avid related
community organizations such as .Headtprt and the, Community
Action Agencies. Of the support services usually associated

----with-day-care-Hmeseleoted-for-speckaq7examisnati:on-the
availability and use of those three identi:fied:asmecessary to
any day care program: food, health and transportation.

, -

0

pperations,,Plan o

L-ItD survey results described the indistinct pattern of
local mechanisms which evolved to transport, feed and provide
health sev,ie.,es to children in day ,care sites,: In conformity
with theOPerations Plan, various methods were expected to
develop in a form most appropriate to specific site, needs.
11%ever, difficUlties"experienced in obtaining fundS and
,ptkr:lactors described this ch4ter, Pointed up the need
for :geeral guidelines which-could have :reduced some of the
stress and frustration within, and among agencies trying to
organize and'deliver support` services: In addition; state
level expressions'of concern regarding inadequate funding for
sipport services indicated`` that the Operations,Plan, Could. have_
anticipated the problem and provided coordinative mechanismS
for the equitable allocation of potentially scarce resources.

11
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It Seems reasonable to assume that if an evaluation plan
had been developed and implemented, as recommended in the Plan,:,
support service problems Might have been identifiedand dealt
with while the operating system was evolving.

5

CAA/Head Start Involvement

.c:i4ost of the Vermont. Community ACtion
case

boundaries
were'est'ablished' by counties. In the case of B-ROC;° the
federal Office' of EconOmic Opportunity .haddecided,to'combine
Bennington and Rutland into one .CAA. In Southeastern Vermont,
Windsor and WindhaM Counties incorporated to form SEVCA.
Gener;lly, the',J4-Cs followed a more county -wide patternthan

, the W's did except in the Northeast Kingdom and Champlain,
Valley, where she jurisdictions were similar to those of the
CAAs. According to one 'CAA Director; that agenCy'SjuriSdiction
was established,ino1965based on Vermont Mental Health's
districts.- Another said the CAAJollowed county boundaries.
Two CAA direbtors commented ttae" there WaS'yno unifermity"
among' state agencies' adMinistratiVe or planning areas.

D . .

Vermont's Live Community Action Agencies, had been
\',. %,running their own Head 'Start Programs for: several years beforo 6

FAp. day Care_came to thestate," These CAAs were OCCSA,
Orleans County Coun6il of Social Agehciesi B-ROC, Bennington-
Rutland Opportunity Cobncil; SEVCA, 'Southeastern Veraont
Community ACtionv:CVOE6,Champlainyalley Office of Economic

oppportunity; and CVCAC,,Central Vermont Community 'Action Council.
4,,, , -

Most Of the Community Action Agencies were involved in the
_±:initial_planping.:_of;:theregional4.-Cs-In-most-casesithp:

CAA Director .had appointed thellead Start-birectot to represent,
the agency on the 4-c Planning Committee' andthose representa-'
tiNiesfiecame more involVed as the 4-Cs developed '-

.,
,

In Champlain Valley, the ,flead Start Director became the
part-time-director of the 4-C while continuing. to work part:time
for ,liead Start. At the time of this study, the CV0E0
DireCtor saidtherewere four Heacb..Start Programs that also
served PAP and IV-A children. ' U.!

In Southeastern Vermont', in ,,1.970 the'Head Start program
under SEVCA had become incorporated as anuagencY knoWil as 5-C,
ConsuMer Controlled CoMmunitYJ.Child Care butithe'SEVCA Board
of Directors decided that 5 -C should remain ilts delegate agency.

.,

0

C-:.:,
)).0

That 'relationship, held until. January; 1972, When the
.-;---' ,'

'SEVCABoard shifted position and voted to recognize 5 -C asan
H.ndependent single purpose agency with a direct relationship
Le' Head Start in HEW. 5-C participated full in the development
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of the 4 -Cs and was represented,pn both the Windsor.and,Windham
4-C Policy Boards. Early on,. there had been'a con,ClicWia the
5-C organization which spilled over and affected the early
formation of the Windsor 4-C.' Neverthele.sfs, it-, the time of
this study, the 5-C organization provided clay care- ,service to
Title IV-A,and FAP children.'

The Bennington-Rutland Opportunity Council .expanded
two Head Start operations to include IV -A and PAP clay care. Admini5;tra-
tively, I3 -ROC had helped develop the Bennington 4-C and had

. assisted the Rutland 4-C in resolving some its thornier
problems.

,,

t
" o

rc''' "In the Northeast. Kingdom, OcCSAexparlded a number. of.-its','
Head Start programs to include Day Care. Administratively,
when Head 'Start, 1V -A and PAP children were served in one
facility,- OCCSA, rather thap the 4 -C, handled the)pills"and
reimburseMent payments for PAP and IV -A'....

The CVCAC also encouraged the establishment of f0day carp
operation's, even though, etthe time pf this study, nono of "i

CVCAC's ten Head Start centers had PAP or IV-A ,children;
although one Head Start. "full day--day care .center" was said to
bp negotiating with the 4-C for eligible children.

:.
,

C. ,.()-
f; A number of CAA, directors commented on their working

relationships with "day care" and 4-C. One said'he had no
Problems with the Regional 4-C Committeebut thought the
'State 4,,C PayfCare Office" had some real.management problems,
spme of which had improved since Dr. Babbott-arrivedi/

''" One CAA director was an ac:tiVe'member of Che lOcal 4-C Policy°
Board but another said it'.was,difficult.working with the,4-C

. .. ... _
-7-'--"- because EIC.: guidelioes.Land responsibilities were not clean."

InoneOsituation where there were -Head Start, PAP & IV-A'
children in one :center, the -4-C wanted tomonitprQthe operations,.
But the Head.Start. director wouldn't permit that because the
4-c."did not have-guidelines which specified its monitoring
responsibilities." - .

,

,

c.

c,

Relationships between ,the CAAs' and the A-Cs,-then, varied
from one community to anothOp. The wide'spectrum of differences
ranged from interlocking responsibilities, (which -caused confusion
at the site level), to distantly polite, Competition over.. the
merits of Head Start versos day care. Everyone's . confusion at
every,level over the multiplicity of organizations and agencies

,

was evident in field data.

1/' State agencieS' were. eften .wrongly OentiHie( ,

thefield,
In this case, distinction' Was made between 'the State 4-C
Committee; chaired by Dan Holland, and the State 6Ifiee of..

eVelepment, hepaed by Joan 'Babbott.
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LICD interviewers noted that the CAA people (directors,
administrative assistants, fOcal officers, etc.) quickly and
confidently related, (:.he number of sites with PAP and IV-A
children wbile,the 4-C leaderg seemed to -know Very little
about Peed Start operations. .'.

.0It was -also interesting, to note that several 'CAA people
thought the State OCD was the State 4 -C. Their perception
was that Regional.4-Cs related to the,State4-C which issued the

.

'guidelines, handled the money and was,responsible for the
PAP day care program. 1/

,

#
The LICD investigation also explored another"facet of the

4,

FAP day care- -CAA relationship;_ one which surfaced during our,
examination of Che.planning proceSs:' According to the
Economic Opportunity Act:

No piAotordemonstration project.. under
this section shall be commenced in any
city, county, or Other major political
,subdivision, unless a plan setting forth
such proposed pilot or demonstration.
project has been submitted to the appropriate
community, action agency, or, if there is
no such agency, to the local,governing
officials of the. political subdivision. fil

, .

Despite the specific language of this section, there is
no evidence that any ofthe CAA Directors were either consulted
,OCasked to approve .the establishment of the new,day care'.
program in their.00dilunities.. It-may be thaCthe fact of- their
,participation in the development of the 4-Cs was considereda fulfillment-of-that-requtrement7-:but-fthe.of the CAA personnel
gueried,by .LICID-)AWrpstigators had, any-knowledge of this'require,..
melt- nor rememberedohaving been asked 'to formally.approve the
new anti-Toverty',prograM.

There was little 47C coordination with Head Start despite
the fact,that Head Start provided technical tiasistance in Some
communities to'start new day care centers.

The Champlain ,Valley 4-C coordinated Start throughc
the, efforts of its Director who also worked part time for-: Head

' Start. In Bennington,',B-ROC did'the administrative work for the
Bennington' 4-C. ,0

Spaoe on the WindSer-4-C.poard was provided fOran ex-,
panded,Head Start. operation but its representatives, did not.
attend the 4-C:meetinga.

ljo See'Appendix A-4 ,The System for actual rele.lionships

2/ Section 232 (d), of the Economic OpportUnity Act of 1964;
as' amended C42

0
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There was an effott'to Integr4te Head Start and day care
itrft'heNortheast Kingdom, With OCCSA assuming the leadership'role b,

'y'

atteMpting to equalize all'reiMbursement for child
care and controlling' the 'finances of those centers which
served Head Start; FAP and IV-A children.

Someday care operators experienced difficulties because
of discrepancies in pregraM content,'and fee reimbursement'
between Head Start and PAP/IV7A day care. ,

In view of the contradictions between the stated purposeof using 'existing
resources and startingthe FAP. child careprpgraM from scratch, the problems which, developed were,

probably inevitable. Integration of child care resources .was'apoeirently-expected, to "jtst happen" at the operating..levei
.

(4 -C and. site) while no attempt was made to integrate orat.
.leaSt systematicaly coordinate.existing child care servicesfrom 'the state level. It must,be remembered, here,. thatsome' child care .services had been in'operation in-Vermont

before the FAP pretest. These included: Head Start, Medal
CitieS day,,Care, Parent-child Centers, ConsUmer Controlled
Community Child Care (5 -C) , Title''IV-A reimbursement,
and a number of public and.private day care providers through-out the'state, operating

in_homes,-schools, churches and
other community facilities.

At the site level, eighteen of the fif:Ey sites surveyed
had some sort,of involvement with Mead ,Start in' one way-oranother and three .operatorsAad received assistance from
Ilead'Start personnel in getting started. Most of the day care
"sites.surveyedin-the MOrtheaSt-Kingdom hadparent representa--
tives-on,'the occ$A Parent. Advisory Board. thiS'CAA,sponsoredparent group

eUminated-a1-1-ady-i-sory-boaTdscOnnect6d-tV------------indiVidual centers and brouget all the:parent rePresentatives
together as an umbrella,adv:Vsory group.,

Seven daycare ;sites h'ad training:programs sponsored by,Head Strt or the CAA. One day care center inAtutland shared -,sa facility with Head Start. At three sites,: either the CAA''or' Head Start helPed to. rovide education, social services,.health, fo`ed,cor transpertationservices, Only, three sites.
_were...able.to_provide-figbres-fpr7theaMOunts cf-money'the
received. from Head Start. Ten operators' did not know,hoW
much money they .received either fromollead Start or any Other_
sources, and eight said that they dianot receive' any money
from 'Head Start: Most of the 4-Cs did not know how much..
money sites, received from Head Start and said they were not
-sure which site's received it. It seems, evident from
that attempts to integrate service activities without. concurrent
integration Of informatioa,..policy or systems,

,;:contributed to Vermont's day care problems.

0
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The Federal Interagency Day Care Requt-repents specify
that the faETTIty must provide adequate a'ad.'nutritibus meals
and snacks, prepared in a safe and'sanitarY manner. COnsulta-
tionshould be available frOm a qualified nutritionist or
food service specialiEt." 1/

The 4-C State Manual suggests that the 4 -r'
coordinatethe-deivery of food services. ,

Nutrition

Coordination of nutrition,'Practces
among- child care 'facilities-offers
possibilites for improving,programs and
effecting economies.

Through coordination, agencies that have
been accuStomed to providlhg meals and
snacks as arCincidental necessity maY
receive the advice and assistance Of
professional dietitians in planning menus,
buying and preparing foo(L' In addition,
such agencies can 'be shown how the
buying, p'reparation and serving of food
can be made a part of the-enrichment and
education program fer children of .pre7,

.

school age.

Another aim of coordination is the possible
reduction of food costs through joint
contracting with a catering Organization.

----.11Oweverthe econortiies Ehat ziTS'itigle center
'might achieveo through joint purchasing
_Or, catering) are not likely to be great

----,OnO,ughto justify elimination of a creative
fbod preparation progrLM through which the
children gain experience and ski:9.s 2/

1,T,C.D site data revealed that most of' the operators
served shaCks;, lunch and,breakfast.

. About half of them
said they had received adVice on meal planning' or how to
purchase foOdmore economically: These (operatorS said-that

and training, was given by. the ,:'Departmentof Education
Most of the operators bought food

0

0
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1:
. vt

from a grocery store or supermarket. T'Abouthalf.of them used
. .

government surplus commodities, and three purchased coopera-
tively. Generally, they said,the operator. decided the-menus(
and oily, about 40% of the cooks did so. In 24% of the:sites,
children helped decided what-' to eat.

FAP/IV-A children Were 'eligible for food-made available
to day care center's by the Depar&ent ofAgriculture'sspecLA
feeding programs, which operated in Vermont through thc,

...State) Department of Education.

There, the Child Nutrition ConSultant was responsible for
approving allocations of surplus commoditieS and reimhurseu,,nt
monies to qualified day. care centers and other special feed
-programs.' She and the Child NUtrition Account'..f.:lerk-ajSn
provided technical assistance to thC' day care centers. The
Child Nutrition Consultant prepared an annual'. list of
authorized center recipients each July which was updated

. during the year, mostly by telephone.
..9 .,

Actual distribntioll of surplus commodities was' handled by.
. ,

the state Agency of Administration which,released'food on
request to sites approved by the Department' of Education:
Once approved, center operators completed a mimeographed team
whore they estimated their annual 'heeds, then had the option
of picking up the food in Montpelier or -paying for commerclol (-',_

`delivery service.
.

C.)

. . 0.

.
E.7

. ..

The Child Nutrition Consultant was resPOnsible.for cove4Ang
the entire state and attempted to provide training ancLtechnical.
,assistance whenever possible. The AccoUnt Clerk processbd all ,

the bills for paymenti,. exercised budget control, maint#ned
records.andpre.oared report She, Loo,attemptedtopto-- ----- ---- --------.----.---
statewide technical assistance to-sites'in financial matters.

.

,

.. .

While the food pro7/ gram- seeme&to be operating'smoothly;
LICD,.analysrc:s identified several issues which posed'potential
problems':--

0 tflittle:.

,_,,First, the Nutr iitOn CotiSultahad- very time to
provide- educatiunoi services to aay care oberatoxs or their
...cooks. She said she planned to start a newsletter, at the
time of the:interview, but was aware of the limitations of
that medium.

the

0

ca

. r.

Second; the Nutrition consultant had no relatioOdlip-,
' to the licensing process, ever though food preparation, storage
and disposition were directly related to health and sa(2oty.
At the time of our inquiry, there were nepTans to link, food
Fervieto the licensing process.
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Third, surplus cOmmodities\were
being'imported'into appor rural state whose farmers Might-
have welcomed the -ex_ -panded-child Care market. No one (interViewed mentioned; thepossibility of home-grown foodstuffs
for-day_care childrenor the potential economic advantages
to,Vermont.

Fourth,) the Nutrition Consul-{:ant's quiddlineseXpresslylimited special food programs to day care centers, "not'tohomes.., Inasmuch as many of Vermont's small-centers Wereoperated odt-of homes, we questioned the literal classification,as well as the'arbitrqry
distinction, especially since theFAP program was promotihg small family home day fare. Thisappeared to be another

unresolved_State_policy.qUeStion.
ciLast,.the department of Agriculture required,each foodprogram participant to complete highly detailed forms eachday. In order toobtain the information, the day care,provider was required to count, weigh or Measure .every morsel'of food before it.was consumed by the children. This foolishProcedure, designed undoubtedly to prevent cheating, not onlytook time and energy from other activities but; ironically,served-nb useful purpose since there'was no one in the state._who over looked 4 the recordsi including the Nutrition

Consultant. Nevetheless,-thdee records were supposed to'bemaintained at the site for at least three years,but there'
were no procedures either for using them or.disPoSing of, them.,

('

0

Both the nutrition consultant and account clerk stated that 0inadequate funds and not enough staff were the major,prableMsthey had in providing food Services. Oeday Care operators'
identified "not enough help' from the state", and "the lack'of
cooperation-f-rom-agenciee,as major food d-gBfVice problems./''. .

Overall, it appeared that the food program suffered fromnot having been incorporated into°a total statewide daycaredesign

Health

0' The Federal Interagency Dayi!Care Requirements are
about the provision of health services:

.. ;,1 ., . P

lb Health and Nutrition. Services
o Interagency)Requirements

1.0 The operating agency must assure.
'that_the health-of the children and
the safety" of the environment are
supervisedby a; qualified physician. o

.

.'

2. Seel-I:child-must receive dentl, medical
and other health evaluations *Ppropriate

0

explicit

0
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to his age upon entering day 'care
and subsequently at intervals
ap.Cropriate to his age and state

Arrangements must be made for
Medical,and dental care and
other'-related treatment for
each child using existing
community resources. In the
abSence of other financial ('

resources, the;operatin4 or;
administeringagency,mustprovide,,
wheneveroauthorized by law;:: such
treatment with_4e.own funds.

4. The facility bust provide a dally
evaluation of each child for
indicationsOf illness.

5: The operating agency. must ensure
-that each child has available to
';him all immunications appropriate
to-his age.

;)

0-6_. Advance arrangements ,Must be made
for, the care of a child who is

isolation if -necepsary, notificaeion,
of -his' patenta, zndprovieionS for
emergentymeditai-caie or first 4icle,

The facility_msutprovj.de adequate
-----andnutritious meals aid7Triacks

prepared ..in' aaafe andcadnitarmanner:
;

Consultation should be available from
a qualified'nutritioni$t or Mood
service specialist;

AlLataff, members of he facility
must be aware of the hazards,of
infection and accidents and how
they can minimize such hazards,. 1/Y
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The Vermont 4-C Manual suggests the following guidelines
for the provision of health services:

Health

Health services are one aspect of child
care readily amenable to, coordination
because of the general agreement
between agencies as to what is required.
Creative coordination is required to
bring together all 'available resources
to provide what is neededofor children
in a variety of child care situations.

The basic needs are:

An examination of the child on entering
a program, and periodic check-ups.

A standard course of immunizations.

Treatment of existing health deficiencies.

Instruction 'Of staff in han.d11:hg
Problems or maintaining gOod health
in the children.

Professional attention fOr illnesses
or injuries.

6
The group charged with arranging coordination'
orhealth services should include, or
consult closely with, the'local medical 0.
association, the public health agency,
local Parent and Child Centers, the
Model 'Cities agency, and'any other
agency or program involved in Community
health.

Uniform health,records will assure that
children are not put through costly and

--,unneCessaryhealth examinations and
staff'time.is not wasted on'tranSlatin4
information when e child is. referred
from'cne agency to another. The development
of such a uniform record ,system should be
one:of the primary concerns of the group.
planning health,ceordination. The
system should be compatible with the sehool
systems' health' records. ,0
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A number,pf good health record' systems..
are available. One prepare&by the
Head Start brograM is included-in. the
Appendices. Your Public Heab Servide
and schoo4.,sySteM also'heve record
systems. ±!

LICD site data indicated that only 54% of the operators
provided health services in the form of examinations, but not
treatment

Most opertors had an emergency 'procedure whe'n and if a
child became ill or had an accident and most of them called.
the parents. Sixty perdent of:the operators also called the
fathily doctor's took the child to a doctor, hospital, or,
treatment facility, handled the problem at-the site, and/or
isolated the sick child care the facility., More than half
the operators said their enrollees included either mentally
`handicapped, physically handicapped or emotionally handicapped

, children. None of the sites surveyed haq:More than two
handicapped'children. Seven operators said they were servicing
mentally handicapped'dhildren, eight served physically
handicappedchildren, (with a-range of'1-5 per site) and twelve
served emotionally disturbed children (with` a range of 1-10
per site.) Whn,askedahow they had arrived at these classifica.,
tions, most of theoperators,said they "just know".and,were'
"told by the Tarentai Otherg knew from "test results" and
"agency identification." Others said the site's medical-
edviSor had -made the diaghOsis,'2/

,

It-would appear that Vermont had not found e way to comply
with either the FIADCR or the{;4 -C,guidelines Whena state
official, at an orientation session on February 3, 1972; Said
that,the state had no money for physical examinations, given the
existing day care rate, and that Medicaid was only available-
,resolarce fot those anableto buy health carit*WinterViewed,-
State officials and day care operators agreed thatnadequate
funding, "waS,the major, problem inoproviding, health services:

,

Analysis,.. of this:important ancillary _serviceindicated
that funding alone wouldn't Solve the(problem unless some other
impOrtant'issues were"'also resolved. Vermont needed answers to
some basic questions, suchas:

there a statewide inventory of all health
,

care resources. by type,-Iocatioh;ravailab_ility and
cost? -

1.6

s{

1/ Op. Cit:_

2/ The site with ten effiotiOnally ,disturbed children had
medical advisor.
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°What criteria were used by day care operators
and staff to determine a child's health Status?

c

°Was there a,standard procedure for'ensuring
that all children receivedexamiiiations and
hearth care appropriate to their needs ?

'.°was thert.J. A\ procedure for providing statewide
health carby helping communities share::.
available resources, such,as physicians,
dentista',.nutritionists, ,therapists.and
emergency"equipment?

°Was there:a pr./)ocedure to identify, diagnose
and provide 'Care for children with special
health problems such as physical or mental°
handicaps 'or emotional prOblems?.

°Since FAP andiTitle'IV-A children were (
eligible for Medicaid, and Head Start heaLth
services wf-re available to some of the
children, Why'wasn't the Head Start-health
care system expanddd7fb :in-Ord-deill the

childrenn

In sum,'thelaek of adequate health careservies'Probably
'resulted as much from,a fragmented, unsystematicapproach ap
froM inadequate funds.

Transportation.

In one'of the earliest LICD.intervieWs a state day care
official said, In Vermont, there is never enough money for
transportation.", Recognizing the importance of adequate,
transportation,to-a day: 'Care syptem, the Vermont 4-C Manual,
states:

The availability of transportation can
bd,,Ctiticalto,carrying.,oUt effective.
aervices fot children and families;
individually opetatedautos or bUSes
be prohibitivelyexpensive for small
- programs.

can

-As an initial step, in coordination,'.
participating agenciesshedid investigate,
the possibilities of sharing the presently ,

available transportation among programs,-
both fortranSPorting children and other
purposes, suCh'as attending staff training
sessions.

el 9
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As Community-wide program cO.dination
, progresses, the 4-C agency may want

to developtransportation arrangements
with taxi companies or Public transit
systems that can serve a wide variety
of agencies. 1/

ct

(1

0 As. an attempt to respond to, transportation needs, Vermont
provided one dollar per day (to FAP eligible families who
needed it) for transportation to and from any. day care ;facility.
This "add-on" was'to bechandled through9the areav4-Cs but our '

data did not uncover any statewide procedure to-proVide the
transportation itself,. However, there seemed to.be less concern
about this issue than any o,f, the others examined, with few ,

"problems expressed by a small number of those intervieWed

'iDnlyi 42% of the operators providedtransportatid.il servics
. . `
and generally provided it both was.' Most of the childken
were driven to' the day caresiteaby their parents in less
than 15 Minutes. About 20% of the day care familiestroveled'
15-30 minutes each way and..one family drove over an hour, each
way. A number of children walked with their 'parents,. and_some.
of the children were driven by a member of the day care staff.
SomeSome were-taken in a public bus by a parent, or-neighbor', some
rode a school bus, walked alone or took a taxi. alone:, Only
nineparents sal transportation as a, problem and six.said it
was a-problem1pccasionally:' Thoae:who had problems cited'
cat trouble, weather ,and. no transportation system for,

suggested.children living far out of town.. sMost of,the parents uggesd.
. _ .

more and better buses as. asclucion. .. Others .suggested..canpoels.
and more money,: for drivers asipessible ,solutions.

. \,..

Both operators and state officials agreed that inadequate
funds"and-a lack,of communityosupportwere.the major-problems
in providingctiansporiationserVices.

0.
,

o ..
"Overall, ydrmont seemed to be meeting transportation needs

reasonably well, -at least' for those youngsters enrolled in
the progkam. It may be important to Vermont, however; to
determine 'lfthereWere FAP eligible.families who didn't.
participate. in-the prograM-because-they-hadmatranspOration. -

Use of Support Resources

.A.majority of-the- day-care,operatora,had.'a-regular--
prOdedure to,obtain,services for their- day care ,children.
Aealth and:food services were prOided most frequently,"while
transportatiOn'and education services seemed to be second
priorities since those serViceswere:expected from. local
public and priVate agencies Only'six.pperators said that
State day care officia\la werelnvolved'in the provision
of these. services. In other, Places, Head Start, parents;

0

ci

7

1/ Vermont- 4 -C Manual.



O

tj

6

Lf

L,N

311

0
and the day care staff were involved. Only about half -.of. theoperators who provided suppOrtive services used forMs orother documents in their,procedure and only half of theOperators were satisfied with their procedures.

Nearly all of the board members interviewed said thattheir boards were regularly involved in the .provision ofservices to'the day care site, and.were more concerned Withsocial. services than'with food, health or transportation.

, Degrees of involyement varied. Board members brought referral,'information to the day care operator, located resources, anddonated services and/or materials to the site. About 1/3 ofthe boards arranged for agencies to. provide a referral serviceservices. Local private and public agencypersonnel' were the 'key actors, assisted by a few of the.boardmembers. On the whole, site day care. staffs did not rank'transportation, food, and health service's as top priOrity.Tha,need for equipMentandfaupplieS
was more important to

,them,; but they. ranked health asthe most necessary service.
They also saidothey would use More money,: to purthase health'
and transporta',cion services before they would - ,invest in
food serviteeand identified dental and psychological
examinations-and-treatment aa-MorevaMportant than physical
examinations and treatment.

0.By and large, most of the day tare operators were satisfied
with thequality-of'.the health,

transportation arid-fded servicesthey were proViding to the children and said food services were
better than transportation services,. and that health services were
least°satisfactory,- They identified, two major problems as

,

inadequate funds,--eapeciallyforhealth and transportationand "not enough help from.the state," especially, with health"and "food services,. A.lack:efcommunity interest mildly affectedall-three Severalooperators made, additional) commentsregarding, .health.services: enOugh,. money especially for. .dental care.:,lack of solid*C.ceordinatlon...CAA.not cooperating...agency'staff could be more intereated,:."
Others commented onthe.foRdLserVices:. "Inadequate standards...cook could be better..not: noUgh service's available...do'not

reach all the chi44-011-.
ancltwould,lika-teneeda-,:new facilityinadatetraining.' .

WAll of the loarentsc interviewed said .41ey. were reasonably
'Satisfied with the day, tare service their children mertreteiying.
Only,one.P4X.eilt.was..not satisfiedwiththe-food,,' two,.
parents,were..not_satisfied with the health care. and two parents-felt nthere were adults for.all.the children. Whenasked if there was any service they wished the .day tare programwould provide, three parents

requeSted.dental.servites, four.
suggested --transpOrtation,and'sixparents wantethealtn.care. .



- 312 -

Basically, state officials and day care operators agreed
on the major problems With providing these supportive day care
services. Of those who said there were problems, all agreed ,

that inadequate funds was the major problem for health, food
and transportation 'services. In addition to inadequate furids,
state officials agreed that a lack of resources and not enough
help from the State were major problems in providing health
services. They also agreed that a lack of community support
was a major problem in prOviding transportation services.
Problems identified with the provision of food services created
some differences of opinioh between state officials and
operators who identified uncooperative agencies and not
enough help from the state as the source of trouble, while
state officials named not enough staff or money as the
major probleMs. One state official said the,overall problem
was that operators and parents needed to know more about
existing services and -how to get them, especially during the
organizing period. But here, again, the bUrden for knowing
"what to do" Was(Aransferred to the parents and providers who
couldn't be expected te"know"unless some method was found to
distribute useful 'information at the 4-C or state. levels.

Payment for,Support Services
0

SlightlYrmore than half of,the day care operators' said
they paid for food; educational services and supplies with
their own resources. 34% paid for transportation, 10%
paid for health care and fewer than fat paid for social services.
Some,of the other services the s*, care operators said they
paid for with their own resourcesincluded clothing for he'

poorest children, entertainmentand training,,costs.

In general,'health services were paid through Medicaid
and federal grant money.

However, food,;:health care and transportation services
relied on donations of money and services as well as the

o'reimbursement Tee,

In,the proYision of support services;,!..one third of the
board members surveyed said they helped to provi'de.,educaticnal
serviees., supplies, health careahcYtransportatipl, Board
members al'so said they"provided"fbod, 'services, carpentry'-'
-and painting, maintenance; fund-raising4-legal and-Administrative
services It Should be noted here, hoWever, that board,
participation in,the LICD su'r'vey represented less. than 10%

'Of the-fiftYsites surveyed since many sites had no'bOards
or had representatiVe "umbrella" boards.

,

Ingeneral, state, offici'als' perception of pyment
for'support services egrqed with that of the ,site people.
Statestaff added the information:that the special food program

t.7
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of the state Department of Education provided food for about
one half of the day care centers at a cost of $55,000 in
FY 1971 which jUmped,to nearly $105,000. in FY(, 1972.

,Places and Thing's

0,
As important supportive resources, places and thingt

were rxamined to assess their relative importance to the'.
clay care 'service. Twenty two of the day care sites surveyed

..

'owned the property where, the,program was located. Value of the.
property ranged from $9,000. to $40,-000.00. Five of the
twenty two were centers whose value ranged from' $10,000.00 to
'$100400.00 Twenty sites` rented space from $1.00' per month,
,to $250.00. per month: Others used church, school or college
,property which had been donated., There was a stipulatiOn
-in,one 4-C area that day bare operations',Wereto use donated
property. In some cases, a daycare site couAenly pay
utilities. About half the day,oare,tites operated out of
private homes where the service was provided' in part of the
living quarters. 'Only,seven daycare facilities were used
exclusively. for day care, services. The otherjsites were used
-foractiVities of the churchet, sehooli)and community social'

.centersWheroday_care_waslocated....._One_day_care .center-was
in the same building as a.Head Start. Most of the; day care
facilities .had been renovated to someeXtent between 1970 and
1971 andmore than half of the renovations were made to meet
-licensing requireMents-and_for expansion. Renovation costs
ranged.,from $10.00 t&$10,000.00,-,with most of the costs 0
ranging from $250. to :$1,000. II

Sixty percentof the Operators said they,.planned further
renovations froM Painting°to,apding a new:roolit? ''About half
the operatorgsaidthei neededd fenced yard-and*itchen
equipment but could not,afferd-them. Others needed
additional space for special,purposes such as- nap rooms and
improved,toilet Most of the day care operators
had purchased their day, care equipment andftirnitUre while
others used donated furniture or equipment or made it them
selves.

,

Regardless of all thetherTdimensiOns of Vermont's
FAP day care pretest, what, may turn out to be a most signifitant ,

factor was implied, in the.informationthat..about half pf the
.sample. sites operated out of private homes. Vermont's pretest.
challenged the, assumption that quality,child:eare_Was somehow
related to centers or institutional facilities, rather than
a prqdubt of human interaction and iMaginative use of
resources. If the Vermont experiment wat,ditappointing to
some,thatreaction may have been, more a consequence of un-
realized potential ,than iiimerfect achieveMent.

Ci
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Chapte 7

Information

')1

- Because of the special importance of information as,
central to the day care system, the LICD investigation
focused on how information was obtained, selected, stoned, used
and disseminated Starting with' the Baseline Survey, 21
Vermont attempted to collect information about day care needs
and resources,' 'Except for the fieId..data collection related
to the Mathematica stUdy, however, we learned that decision
makers did not_systematically attempt to obtain infOmation
from the fiAellintil well into the second year of thepretest.
Feedback information would -have been useful not only for
obtaining current assessments of client needs and resource
inventories,. but; equally important, it could haVe been useful

--in-deterMining-hOw-wellTthesystemwas working.--Most-of-the,-
regular feedbaCk fromSites to 4-C to state consisted of

. complaints or crises which neededimmediate ,action, but no
central record was kept of such transactions either for

::Operating decisions or for long-range planning..

Field. people.atthe state .level each worked. independently
and kepetheir_lown recordsfand,fdles. Recognizing the problem
-Vermont OCD;-early in. FY 1972, beganto'develop a formal
management information system,which was still in the trial
and error stag'eduring the closing period of the LICD study.

Community contacts, by and large, consisted of state staff
exPlainijng or announcing changes in FAP..policies.andAprocedurea.
In describing those-meetings, several site operators said that
guestions_raised from the flooAaboutday to-day.operating,-
problems were set aside as "not'relevant" or to jbe dealt
"at-anotherTtime"--The-general-impression-we2received was-ofs
one way information system, top down with no method to test..
whether or not the "message"had been received, understood or
correctly applied-.''.

7-Toidentifythe vnatUreand.extent-OfrVermonte.information
problems, LICD,stafasked many -of- the same or siMildro:luestions.
(aboUt routine. operating' matters) of, persons at all levels of
the,,system, state 47Cs andday care sjtes.\\Dy comparing responses,
we. were able to identify majordkeas where actions were taken
on the assumption that others "just knew." For example,-.

.

1/ Mathematica, Inc., Family Assistance Program Planning Papers,-,
Volume V. :RepOrts'onthe Baseline Survey and,COst-Projections;.
March, 1971.

(1.1' °'
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several state officials each thought another -of them emercisodday care budget control when, in fact, no one did. Site levelpeople were expected. to comply with complicated regulations onthe faulty assumption that they had copies ofYthem, hadoread
and understOed them,-. knew what to donin order to comply with,them or kneW where to turn for assistance.

The point, here, is that there was no systematic flow
of information which could be tapped andoadjueted as needed.
Consequently, many of the problems which seemed to. defy re-
solution, when traced to,their'sourCe, revealed t..lat informationwas missing, was incomplete, was incomprehensive, was inaccurateor was late. Consequently, some_47;C leaders and site operators
attempted to develop policies and procedures to meet their ownneeds for firm statements of fact, whether or not .they meshedwith "official" positions. 0

As evidence of its sensitivity to the problem, the SOCD's
FY 1973 funding proposal contained'inew positions which carried,the promise of capability to deal with information systems
questions. These-included a half time Communications,Specialist,an Administrative Analyst, a Policy/Procedures Specialist,
an Operations'Amalyst and a Services Coordinator. Eliminatedfrom. the budget, howevery were positions-which reflected child
care expertise, such ae/program trainers and technical assistance
personnel, in,accordance with the new plan to delegate "child
care work" to the 4 -C level during the third year of the pretest
when the'SOCO would play more coordinative and managementrole.

Referral Systems

LICD'examined referral systems as components' of raii
information system.- o

Mer it of the state Officials eurveyedsaid they did not
Lkse a regular referral O'rocedureto.

obtain eerviceefOr_day bare_
childreh:-*Those-who-did-bed4Lfeler-raI:P-FOCed4eo

'.three'ef.the Training and TechniCal Assistance'Specialists,a Licenser, the Teacher. Corpi Intern, and the Child Nutrition
Consultant. .Referral. procedures Were'for the-f011oWingservices: sociel.,..serviceS,,health,. transporation, food and--
education.--Mosofthe-services-were--provided-by local public
agency people. "Local private agency personnel and State Day
Care officials:Also'participated'im,the referral procedures,but, not as frequently .as public agency .people. Three of the
state officials indicated that the referral eystemdid not
use forms or. other document's. Mostrefertals were inforMally
Mad,.. And only two state people us'ed'forms. There was no
uniformity.in the operation of the referral 'system even at the

0

0
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state level. Three people felt that the system was satisfactory,
four did not and blamed inadequate funds, lack pf other
resources and no community support. One state official said

--that the system "was incomplete aethis time.'" Only one
state official stated that agencies referred families to him
for day care services and this was done by telephone. Follow -
up on referrals was done informally through feedback.from the
families to the agency and vice versa.

Most of the State employees interviewed stated that
their agency had not developed a procedure'to direct families
to other agencies, or they did not khow if their agency had
a procedure. One person described the procedure as being
done "collectively with and through FAP components,' another
said she "went through the 4-C committee," and another said
that if 'there was a procedure, it would be at the local

One,yerson said that a manual code book had just
been completed for,-referrals and another said that "several
volumes have been written by the FAP planning staff on
referral mecbulisms." n H

ct

At,the,-4-C level there seemed to be some real confusion
about "what FAP is" and which agencies were FAP-related.
In all cases cited, FAP remained an amorphous entity in the ,

minds of'the 4-C leaderS. None could list which FAP-related
agencies existed in their community. Family referrals were
made to long established agencies, without-'a systematic
connection to FAP, although many of the 4-C leaders mentioned
FAP frequently during the course of the interviews.

0
There, also seemed to be some real confusion abOut the

"referral system" itself. Based on theinformation collected,
LICD investigators found that there were 'no forihal_referral
systems existing in the 4 -Cs. 'Referrals were made by telephone
or personal contact and most 44Cs followed up referrals "out
of curiosity." One 4 -C chairwoman said she "asks the family
to call back if the referral does not work out." Others
received feed-back from operators. One 4-C used referral
"fOrnis';1:iiit-onry-lbk-faniilreefdrrars'td:"dliird-FIFET7.--

0

The HEW/Vermont FAP contract charged,Vermont with the
responSibility to develop a referral system for the activities
of agencies contributing to tfie dg.fitration and'service
features Of.FAP:o In the same contract,:Vermont was charged
with the responsibility to design referral piocedures between
daycare and other FAP components.;, "Of particular concern
will be referrals for supportiye services for children: 1/
There wasclittle: evidence,. that such aostate initiated
System existed. One the contrary, there seemed to be very .

few directives regarding FAP agency 'coordination andreferral
'systems from the.state to'the 4-C area committees.

/2 8'

1/ HEW/Vermont Contract, p.° 8
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In the draft of the Regional 4-CGommittee Administrative
Grant Procedure, the 4-C was given responsibility to "ensure
that public and private agencies are aware and utilize a
systematic referral system designedoto identify and certify
eligible children, counseling families regarding child care
possibilites, place children and evaluate plaCement of all
children." 21 In- addition to that,'the4-C must "coordinate
with child care operators, state offices, and organizations
to- .ensure the successful development of services to meet
child care. needs in the area." 2/ Only ,four 4-C leaders
rated theiereferral system as satisfactory while two
leaders cited the lack of staff and non- cooperative agencies
as problems in providing referral servicej 1/

Other than those two major responsibilities there was
no mention of a referral system to other PAP,components.
Only three 4-Cs seem to be putting their energies into
coordinating services and providing referrals to "insure-
the successful9development of services to meet child care
needs in the area," and most of what was done was informal.
It would appear that a statewide referral system will need
to be established if the 4 -C organizations are to b e held
responsible for this FAPrelated activity.

At the Day-`Care Operating Level

Most of the day care operators said they received
,families referred to them by other agencies and that
:referrals were made by telephone or through personal contact.
In most situations, the referrals wereIollowed up either. -
by the referral agency calling back or through informal,-:
feedback from the families to the agency. In a very few
situations, the'operator would write a report which was
sent back to the agency.,

0

1/ See Appendix. P-

2/

,3/

Ibid.

See AppendiZI for breakdown of services by Area-A-C.
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FAP Referral

Most of the operators did not have a procedure to refer
children or their families to other FAP component pregrams.0
Four centers outside of the Champlain Valley and
Lamoille County 4-Cs (where, the E&D project operated). had a
FAP referral system. According to the day care operators,
they referred families to the FAP,Vocational Rehabilitation'
project, social services and work/training. Of the thirteen
sites surveyed in the Champlain Valley and Lamoille 4-Cs,
half of "them were caretakers. Three of the five centers
in these two 4-C areas had'a FAP referral procedure. One
sent all referrals (Ito the 4 -C. One caretaker in this region
commented that shelled never heard, of FAP. Although it appeared
that the referral procedure was pretty informal and personal;

Ii more than half the directors had developed a procedure to r`

direct families to other agenCieS for services. Referrals were
usually made by telephone or personal contact. One operator
accompanied the families' to'the agencies to "help them.'
understand the regulations." In two situations, the day care
staff and the 4-C were trying to get'local agencies to
coordinate or to publish a directory of all available services.
Most of the operatorsSaid they did not know or had not.
referred any of their families to tbeFAP_Vocational Rehabiliation
project. Of the thirteen surveyed in the Champlaih Valley and
Lamoille 4-C area, only, three operators had referred
ramilies to Vocational Rehabiliation, but seven outside of the ,

E&D"area said families mere referred to that project. Day care
site Board members said that: refefrals were made -,by telephone
and personal contact. MoSt of the boards followed-Up
through inforMal, feedback from the families. Some of the
boards said'they.had :problems with,, the referral system,
mainly due'to inadequate funds and the unavailability of
resources.

In summary, the Vermont referral systemwas so informal
that referrals depended on personal knowledge of available,
resources and ability to obtain them. In only a few situations
were forms used: Findings show that mere, people were referred
to day care than the other way around.

FAP Referral System in the Burlingtorrisville Area

Champlain-Valley and Lamoille County 4-i,-served the FAP
Manpower Experiment and Demonstration Program in the
Burlington- Morrisville area.

About 40%,6f_the total number of families with°an adult
member participating in the E&D project had:their children
in day care services.;, A few other families participated in the
E&D °Program from elsewhere the state, bdt the 3reatest
concentration of families lived within the Burlingbpn-Morriville

0

region.
0
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About half' the families that were referred to the PAP
Vocational Rehabilitation Project lied in the Champlain
Valley and Lamoille 4-C area and most of the referrals,were
made by one group home and two centers. The other ten sites
in the two 4-C regions in question did not know if families
had been referred- FAP Project. Most of the other
referrals were made An Windsor County.- Only 28% of the
surveyed families using FAP child care services for manpower
traiJning or employment were located within the E and D region.
Agencies did not refer families, to 38,% of the sites surveyed
in the E and D region and all of these were homes or caretakers.
Only one 'center had a referral to it using a form. Telephone
and personal contact were used most often to refer to day care.
The data show that the referral system in the Burlington-
Morrisville area Was no different from that in the rest of the
state and that follow -ups were informal.

About 62% of the operators in the'E and D region did not
have 'a procedure to refer children 'Or their families to other
FAP component programs. One smal,jcenter director referred
families to Vocational Rehabilitation, social. service's and the
work/training program. The others sent families to Vocational
Rehabilitation or_SeciaLservices.-- One operator sent-all

0 referrals to the 4-C. Other2operators who made referrals to
the FAP component programs were located within the Rutland, _

, Windsor, Bennington and Central Vermont 4-Careas.. Most of the
day care operators through6,ut the state did-hot make referrals
to other FAP components, nor{did those in theBuilington-
Morrisville area.

. . .

Most of the operators in the E and D 'area had not developed
-procedures to -to-Other'agencies'and:this was'
. not typical of other operator' in the state. Most ofgthe
day care operators in the'E and D region-did_not know how'much

o money they received from FAP, but the largest amount reported
by one center was...p..7,000, and the smallest 'amount was $768:
The range for the entire state was $768. $96,000. About half
the day care operators the Burlington-Morrisville area used
the Family ,DaSr Care Eligibility and Fee'Computation Report forms:

-,..,About-1/3-of-all"-the-operators-sureyed.:used-the-forMs:--Few7------
operators in the E and D area used-the Parent DeclLration
of EmployMent Status and Family jilcome form. This was alsotrue,
of the larger sample popOlation. Very few operators in the

areahadwritten instructions for -these
corms and thiS was,true_for_the_large_sample.46pulation.--MOst
of the operator in the 'E-and D area.,said they did not know
how theydetermi'hed.FAP eligibility or could not answer
thequeson'and one, operator said that the 4-C determined_.:,.

.

cf,the operators said- they did not ask for
help with eitherof the forms and-the one operator who did ask
-for help'Said it was because the 'instructions were confusing and
she_; had "Problems interpreting the 'rules. "'

0

0
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PAP Referral at. Hie. 4-C-Levej

The Lamoille 4-C leaders said they had no families parti,i-
Q pacing in the. PAP Manpower nxperiment and Demonstration Project.

't.hamplain Valley 4-C deaders-said,they did and provided the infer-.

mation, by collecting it: from various sources 'among their own,
records. Neither Champlain Valley 4-C nor the Lamoille 4-C re-
ferred families to the PAP VocationalfItchabilitation Project.,
Nineteen 4-C families were using PAP child. care services in the
Lanoille 4-C area so that a parent would work or,take training.
Both 4 -Cs used referral foiMs .but referrals Were usually, informal
telephone or porSonal contaCs. Both 4-Cs said they maintained
PAP referral records and both thought the information Was useful
because they were able to "obtain basic ,information on.the
and his "need to know the PAPepotential."

Records and Reports

Six state offiCials said they received and reviewed the. Family
Day Care eligibility retordsand six others' saw the Pee Computation
report. Eight officials received and reviewd3 monthly billing re-
ports from the sites but only two saw expendiiture records while four,
reviewed'i'ncoffia,,records'.' Seven said they rwlaewed.program evalua-L
tion reports and four saW,re.kerral informati:Rn One employee
(identified as, ,a PAP monitor) did ,ncit recei:FAP referral informa7

/
Lion but didcsee,otherreferral materials. /hour sc-id they received
site enrollee. termination data,' but the 'FA) monitor did not. Three,
received (,1Utrition'records and two said they received corresPondenCe
from area 4"Cs regularly regarding policy and procedure'.

, ,

Two_ mployees_reviewed ,site attendance recordS and one re-
,., ,

deivinformation' through, the MIS.Y It was interesting to note that
five persons in the same job category listed different repots and
records and that:flene,of theM said they received the. Tsame nformatiolY
to',review. ,There was no explanation°for this except Vermont's,
informality ,and the obviOus"lack of. :,,an infbilnation systein.

These were the LICD,findings concerning the day care operators'
perception of the role and use of family day ''tare eligibility re-9,7,
cords, fee computation reports, monthly billing' reports, expenditW7e
records, Teco±dS of income, program evaluations, PAP

'

information, other, referral, information, enrollee termini-Alen records,
° and nutrition records:

According 0 the ,FAP Interim.'Guidelines. and Operating Procedures
issued by the,state,':theA-Cs were regui.red:,to-maintain all the above;'_!
Mentined:rePorts and records, eveetheu9hHeaCh 4 -C did not maintain
all Of these-rec&i.ds. ,!Out' of the eleven regUired records, only :three'
wee,kept by 'all.eight-47Cs:

. These were -'the Family Day Care
Eligibility. Record, the Fee Computation Report and the Vender's.,
Monthly Billing Report. Of these,,therewaS consensus that the
Monthly billing report was the most useful to the 4-C.

D
c
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Family Day. Care EligibilitIJ:es2rds.:_,..
. .

,Seven operators said that these records were their respon-
sibility and seven said they were the responsibility of the,
4-C., Others did not answer or said someone else,was respon-
sible,' Fifteen operators said that the records .were' useful
and,tWelve did not find them useful at all. All,Agreed that
they were required by SOCD or 4-C. Some comments regarding
usefulness: ."It identifies who is eligible...necessary
for funding purposes...it sorts out those who,needday care...
Jisefujin dealing with parents...to know who is

Fee Computation Report:

0
Four operators -said' that this"report'waS the 4-Cisresp-on-

sibility and five said it was their responsibility. The others
eithek- did not answer. the question or said it was. the respon-
sibility of another agency. The report was prepared'to meet'
an OCD/4-C requirement. Fourtedn'found the report useful and
eight did not. Reasons given for the report's uSefUlness:
"for reference to OCD...know the budget...necessary for 'c,unding....,
program planning...estimating income...as part.,ef a management
information sysfemlow who has to pay."

Monthly Billing- Reports

Twelve .operators said the:reportsiiere their responsibility;
fivevsaid they, Were.the responsibility of the-4-C.,,All

agreed
,"

they were prepared to meet an OCD/4-7C_ requirement.: Twenty: one
operators' said theY, Were:t4efulY'lline,Said they were not., °
ReasonS for usefulnesg inelided:'::"gOod reference for OCD.
good,for planning and fundi.ng..OS indications of-billingon
Parents....helpful. for budgetinso we can receive money,.,
for good records.....use ,a checkup,in case of problems..."

Expenditure Reports:

Two operators said these were the 4-C's responsibility and

t

fourteen said these reports ere their responsibility: The .

,others did-not reply or said they were "someone eise's respon7
'sibility-:" 'Most_operators Agreed. they were prepared te meet
''00/4-C'requirements.' However) unl,AMtheother"reports,)

,

a great'number of the operators prep..jedtheexpenditure reports,
because they were "important." As'a'resUlt,,twenty six fouhd
them useful and only three did'nOt.' ,.ReAsonsfor'usefpinesS
included:."good fer,,bookkeeping accurady_and.4.f.inanciAl ,- 0

Credibilitybudgeting...verifies legal use of funds...planning-
hudgeting...-1As'anAandication-ofbillinT'amountstaudit...
for center'S'USe..:knowledge of Where 'we'stand finanLA4y.,..

. . . ..

---'knOW what has been paid."

The Vendor Certification Record was generallrepArefl,
47C staff' person. :,Some "4 -Cs indicated'that it was pre

pared monthly, others stated that it was prepAred-Asitmasncteded,"
"every thkee months; Or "when'the information was available," k_

r.
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Eleven:Operators -Sald'they were-the sites' responsibility.
In addition to preparing them for SOCD and the 4-C, operators
made them a siterequireMent. TWenty four found, the report' t

useful but two did not. Reasons for usefulness included:
"good for budgeting...financial credibility...planning...

, tax 'form's. .!,know what I have to plan on."

Program Evaluation Reports:

'Seven operators-said they were responsible for program
evaluation reports and ethers said 1-C or SOCD were reapon-
sible,for them androguired them. OPeratOrs said program ,

evaluation was useful.Thecauge, it provided feedbadk on the
il

program...good for program pianning..,analysis of the -program's
effectivenes.gboajOr program deCiSlons.:.helPs us see how

\

we've done and how tO improve...to,seejlow the children have
progressed."

1

,,

FAP Referral Information:

. Or\\ lY two operators said they wereresponsible for these
recOrds;-4wo, said they were the responsibility of the 4-C,
twoosaid they were'', "someone'elseresponsibilitT and the
cpthers:didn't'know. Three said. the information Was 'not Use
ful andyseven,said it was useful because"it was good -;for:
.program planning..prOvided faMily jnformation and explaine&
their; motive for involyement:-.'.goodcfor referenee..getting

'kuhds.:.'bOokkeeging..and,,provides background family A.hforma-
.tif-T.

Other ReferrLd. Information:

I) .

0

:,

,;..! Five .operators said records on gene0rareferral informa-,
(,,.

tion were...their. responsibility and were prepared primarily to
help-them in their work.:Thirteen operators found. the informa-.

. tiorLusef4 because: "it'Provides_technical informationon
the,Children...good for reference..background information on
the families:..pro a. history of the children and the
families." u

0.

Enrollee Termination 'Records: (;)

.1ost,Of :the
and

said that these records were their
responsibility and ver a ;site. requirement., A few said they
were, prepared becaugOreguiredby SOCD and the -4-.0 :,Sixteen
Of the Ound the ry-informatiOuseful:beca,

the .reasons ..for the Individuar's.terminationgave
".

.funding sources awareness of sioa&8.OeVdsf6edback information
Xorfuture,,use...go0 ftirprogram..ev'aluation,
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Most of the 'operators said that ,these 'records were their
responsibility in response to a SOCD requirement. Nineteen:'
Said, the information.-was useful and-seven saidiit was not.
Those who used the records said they were good for:. "menu
planning...funding analysis of nutrition program...bookkeeping..
needed for .food billing...assures adequate nutrition.to
keep4rack of the nuMber'ef people fed and the kinds of meals
seryec." Other records Maintained ,by daY care operators
included health records,for children'.and -staff, children's
progress records, emergency information cards,' licensing
inspection reCordd -and daily attendance' records,'

The food service reimbursement -program required that highly
detailed control records be. maintained at each site for least
-three years,. under Departmentef Agric:ultdre regulations. LICD.
Staff,could find no rationale. for. the method-used to controlfood
services at the operating level,'particularly since no one in
VerMont wasi=nterviewed with resppnsibility for reviewing them or
using them. We were told, hoWever that "someone from the-bepart
ment of Agriculture .onceloOked at a.center!s. records. -" .Control

sof'urplus commodities required records -which providedospedific
,informatien,,to show dates and amounts "of commodities received,
hdW much .of-eachcommedity. was used .during the month and the
balande.Pn-h-and at the'close of each reporting period..

State PerceetionSief siteSP.

State-efficials. said that,they-thoUght-the-siteS used
the forms deScribedabove. (.Nineofficials. said the,sites
'had.received.,written-instruction$Itor. the eligibility forMS.
but Othersdidqlot Inowmf they had them. One Training and
,Technie,.'AssiStance SpecialistsaicPthat.the sites .did not use
the forms.. and explained. thaI the 4'C'helped.parents'complete
the Family Eligibility,record.' Another state' emPleYee explained
that SOCD. andfr-a-staffS-provided-technical.'asSiStance to the
operators in'certilying,eligibility: 'Eleven offiCialS' stated--
that the site operatorshever asked for-their helP.with.the
eligibility forms er.the tee tomputationrePort:,cSik. Others'
eXPlained.thatthe sites had seught.their help forthe. '

following reasons: .."the ,instructions areonfusipg...hwie
problems-interpreting the'- rUles.=;the confusing.:.
they were unfamiliar-with-the procedure.the.day care. staff.'
didn't;have.'time or staff to coMpleteforMs.and. the,;teaCher,
Were'more:intereStedspending.time.withthe,Children-than'.
with forMs""'

6
.

Only,one Board of, those surveyed did not keep minutes' of
)rtheir meetings:, About, halfthe Beards issued reports:Which

ineldedminutes-and rePortS'sentto theBT4ardmembers and
,constituents reports sent to SOCDor "Wal,ngton.," *Most of
the oards received more repertSuthan theSUed, chle.flY
from the daycare operator and the Staff. A small portion
of the'reports.receivedcame,frOm theoarea 67-C and SOCD.

,
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Certification of Eligibility

Thirteen. OperatorS said they did not certify eligibility,
twelve-completed-rfOrms-tor-both-A-C-and-SOCD,--eight completed
forms only for the 4-c. Some other directors verified payroll
check stubs orosent the stubs to the 4-C.

1\

There was no uniform procedure which all day care Operators
followed in .certifying the eligibility of day care families.
About half the operators requested,Payroll check stubs, from,.__
the parents as.:proof,that they were participating in a prograMW
which made them eligible for PAP/IV-A day care services.
Others requested.parent'deelaration forms, IRS reports,
verification from the Department'of Employment Security,
notes .from social workers, or VIN referrals-. About half the .-
;

operatOrs surveyed did not follow any of the prOcedures fo; cr.
certifying .eligibility. as specified in the 1,7W -interim Guide--
lines. One operator said, "nothing like that is done here,
I just took,thechildrenand that ,was. that." She had no idea ,
of the PAP procedures and said'shehad never signed any Papers .

lost of the;?opsrators who recognized th'e procedures said they
complied with the following requirements: parent counseling,

A preparation ofthe monthly, Family Day. Care Eligibility and
Fee Computation Report, Monthly service billing and maintenance
of thg,daily-atiendance records.-HoWeVer,mostofthe.ope.ratcirs
completed Only onecopy when dupli'cates' and triPlicates Were
requested. Not all--the opera/tors maintained-a separate file,'bfaetive. and inaCtivecertifitationSOf.

eligibility,)retordeC-"eligibililty data on; farm lies, at. the'time-of placement-4. e updateio mPloyment,Status, establishmentreiW ;e
and'MaintenanCe..of,a,fee colleCtionaccOuntor. .hadDrocedures_;to .payfees': Oftile-- thirty seven Operaters-whocertified.

1only four-had probleMS with the pcedure...±Pl.

Som.e,Of these prObleMs mere:

There is-an,-awkwardness.and embarassment of
people-having to get information, which-seems
like an' invasion of family privacy. It would,
be easier if 'an obtside,perton would establish
this informatidn.----It,is difficultqtbObtain
.theinformationt,frOm-,the welfaredeprtiii&ht7---

Hregarding what,.funds have been.p,Ovicepd..the
past three months requirement is confuSincnto
parentswhoseneOMechangeS...it- is difficult
.prOcedUre,-.fqrfamilkes.to_understand,.families .

often don'tYhaVe thefinancial.information,

thejangUageTWOieformSjisOVer-moSeople!s
-

f

,J1/ Theirprocedure was not always the one required in the
FAP Interim Guidelines OnlY28 of the eperators,felloWed
at leaSt one pftheTAp procedures.
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The PAP eligibility guiddlines are: too res7
stricted-:,:families have heed dropped because o

they 'made too much money,..The system should
. be changed.:.You get people's hopes up and

then dash them. Pretty soon theywon't
believe anything abdut the government.

One 'operator was trying' tO'devise a 'system: so that the operator
didn't have to submit three copies with parent:,s signature on.
each -and suggested one form with the parents" signature which the4-C and SOCD would

alsosign;.then,photecopyandreturn.1 As it-was, the operator did not receive a completed. dopy. _One operatorsaid she didn't have enougfiinfermation
to knoW'whoWas eligible'.for FAP.

qf

L.)

Forty percent of the day carecOPerators used-the'Family DayCare Eligibility and Fee computation Report forMs, 3.0 perce:vt ofthem had no knowledgeof them and the rest did hot use them. Only32'percent of the operators" used the Parent Declaration of Employ-meat Status and Family Income form, 30 percent had never heardofit_and the rest did use it. Not all the operators whoused theseforMs had instructions for using them. Those who didunot use;, theforms said the determined faMily eligibility by"using their own?forms...using ilhe government guidelines for Title IV A.:".thetells the operatorswho is
only for FAP...For IV-A

enly..Montpelier 'says to use,Food StaMp Taideline:and add $100,per child in day ,Eire and compare with: net` monthly income.... Sends___ _inthe payroll eheck'stubS,,to OCCSA and refer tb(a chart to tell,the family whetherthey,are qualified or not for Iv4.Uy fromthe empleyment ,thecurity.offiCe:told
me that the FAP mother was

L.mottef the 0Corators using these `:forms had asked
help because they had pi-6'016ms interpreting the rules, or the .(instructions Were cOhfusihg. Some thought that the format wasconfusing and did not receive instructions. Another operatorthought, the state technical advisor, had provided her with inadequate°infermation. One operator said,the"parent did not seem: to'0 fit the form."

11

-The following are changes,that the operatore'recomMended
k:, solve some of the problems with certifying

eligibility and',using
' the fee-rate .schedillle:

Lmplify...Sgsic problem is the attitude toward
day care...,Changes should reflect changiftg-atti-
tudes..Schedules are teMporary,.'.messiness"
indicatesimalaise4n.,daytcare, 'if ,the program ,

were set, the formal': could:Jae
there is no current feeiratecheduleOhe is
,being set up.,.day',care has no equipment for the
minute caldulations:being''propesed--the opera-,
tor'Sc0PY should' be simple, withOut,all

'culations...A uniforM'PAP and IV-A schedule Chas
been issued but it is notXn effectiyet..:Sheuld:
consolidate formS and Simplify them.:.Shcifd-have
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a simple scale in anceasily.read graph to
avoid individual computation... do not like
fee/rate schedule, sliding scale and personal
circumstancesdnformation...eligibility
regulations' should be more flexible to
meet needs of individual families.,..Other things
should be taken into consideration besides,
how much they earn on the sliding_scale..,
the rate is the sable whether it is 35 hours,-
or 45 hours', those ,added 10 hours are hard...,
The second child is,(ialfAhe...family rate
but that second-Child isotwice's hard on
the furniture...If someone is eligible I
would, like to be able to send them to the
4'7C and let theM do the work, itutakes me
away from the children too much."

One operator; suggested:

-Streamline the billing procedure, make the
form useful' to the centers (sites) rather
than to the (state) agencies; make the
attendance forms the same, complete them
less frequently, and raise the rates...
presently it-involves a time consuming,
CompUtation that should' be tabulized....

.

It is interesting to note that'beth the day are operator .

and state officialswhe had helped the,eperaters,with theeligi-
bility,and-Iee:COMputtion reportgisolated the major prOlem as
being th'e interpretatiOn of the,-rules.

, . - o
r: ,, - l

f-About half-, the,. operator's either did oknow or could "not
estimate howlong,:.ittOokthe 4-C to approve a family's certifi-
cation.of eligibility. Most of, those who did answer said it' took
from 1 to 3-days.: Others said it took from 2 to 4 weeks`:" Some
operators certified 'families on the spot and scent the formsjto
the iltcifqr confirMatioq Seventeen daycare operators said they
had been forced to drophildren,whe-lost federal funding, One
Operator,continued to seqethOse children "at a ioss,, two of
the Main.-reasons,,,cited bpperators.for drepping children were that
parents could,not find eOloyMent or that-the_parent made too much
money,' the same ..reasona'pinpointed by ,the stateoofficials. Some
of the Othe,contribUting;i4actora included parents being laid off
or parent illness. 'in:Ttlk Northeast-Kingdom, Headstartchildren 97

hadto ,be ,dropped, said one operatordue to the ,PgroSS,misMana4e-
Mentef OcCSA..:According:to OCCSkOfficial,s, Headstartchildien
had ,t.t.be dropped becauselleadstart wassubtidizing FAP and Title
IV-A children so the centers "could provide equal quality dayTecare."

. . :...

.

0

II

3

Only three 4'-Cs felIeWedthe7exactsame procedure for r
.,

certifyingellgibility, that is, they all completed ferms,:
.

for state approval. There were fiVe 4fferentprocedures
used btherest of ,the,47Cs to2certify;e1i:gibility: One,4-C'
coMpletedStateferms.;. reviewedreports'_frem ihe ,sites-and :

--k3 ?,
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certified the,families. Another 4-C,telephOned the eligiblefaMifies; made sure the check stubs were on file at.,,the Center,,
reviewed reports, from the sitesend_certified families.. Two
4 -Cs completed state forms, reviewed reports from theosites,
followed the information with the vendors and .certified
eligibility.. One 4-C sta'f-f- certified eligibility when monthly
billing forms were received. Two 4-C directors mentioned thatan SOCD staff person played an active sole certifyingeligibility. One'problemHwith certifying eligibility was thatthe centers occasionally added "visiting" chitldren:..on thebilling record Ond .47C director 6Omplained about the lack
of direction from SOCD, saying there was no written policy
and -what did exist was constantly changing,and the,4-C, rarelynotified. Another 4 -C had difficulty obtaining information
from the :Operatort and clients... Each 4-C developed its own.
forms and attempted to keep. its own recordshin'its

O
own way.

The result was a conglomeration'of unrelated data hich couldnot be correlated at the'statc

tProblems with certifying eligibility :,:f,peMed
to be .traceable to the FAP guidelines. One 4 -C chairperson said,.

"You h"pvet.o Jesus, Christ in order to be eligible for'.PAP!" Several 4=C directors indicated that the PAP
bility requirements seriously'reduced community supportfor the program whell.the,4-,C found it, necessary to turn-down other "needy" families-Seeking-child tare services.
LrlNovember, 1971, the Rutland 4-C documented facts on howPAP Interim Guidelines had enrollment and tenter
11.7-671Ces' by.t receiNrea no-response from the state Also,... -in November';' 1.971, the Rutland- A-Cwas. given state. approvalfor a'befdre and after school. program.:' In a letter to SOCD,.
the 47C-direetorsaidl "We

hav&c,aPproximately'$50,000..opja.-our Grant fdr)this [before. and .after'school.programl.
.C.16 sent out ,offers for proposals, surveys wore ,:conducted andmany personal contacts were Tade.yith 'area'superintendents,principals and other interested individUals We receivedfour excellent proposals ($35,00041 but due to Interim FAPguidelines, it became'. literally..impossble to qualifyPAP
eligible children to::honor these proppsalg., .What 6
disappointing, image'we,haVe'created:"-

The 4,-C -Inter-M Policy Guide urges 47C communities to
bd-sebsitive,to certain' considerationS.:. "Rules,andPractice which.j.nhibit innovation and prOgramjmprovements
are 'against the letter and ,intent. 6,5thepregram; and
rigidity,Thmprioritieswhieft.preyenXs,,sermice to groups withvery specialiZedneeds are not 'acceptable to the. program.",
Some 4=C;leader's.71.)elieve thal'the-PAP concept "conflicts with:

ith'e4-C.guidelneS whiCh entourpge"awider.clientule thanthe_ more selective PAP guidrineS,:petmit.

(I

(7
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Most"Ofthe parents said they heard about the daycare-ser----.
vide through ajriend. The next largest number of parents... using
the day care services Were referred to theM'-by local agencies. ,
Less than 1/3 found out about FAP day care through a state agency.
'Newspapers were the third most popular source of information and

. a number of parents said.-they heard about'the day care service
through-an 0DEO Program,. another day care site or "wor0-nf-ni-huth.".
About six parents had helped to start the day care site where their
children were enrolled. -These findings suggest that the local day
care opetators used an informal public information system in which
personal contact played an important role. The.local state agency'
referral systems seemed to, be more effective than the'states FAP
referral system. -

Most of the directors said that they did not have A 'publ,,Ic
information.systemto,tell the story of theirprogram. Those
that did generally used the newspapers'or contacted local. offiCials..
Some used direct mailings, telephone,'cradio and public Moetin9s
to[tell the story and very few used' television. of the
directors distributed pamphlets, put up posters, had community -
-open houses or spoke at servica'club

The. majority of the directors indicated that9day care was
not discnssed at their community's last annual _town meeting. Of
the- seven community 'town meetings where clay. care was°discusSed,
four-of_the-day care sites had representatives participating in'.
the discussion.,;.

Most of the Siteday:carecadyisory,bpards said. they had
public. inforMation system and used newspapers 'and, contact with
,local officials most frequently. PaMphletS,bredhures, radio
and.pTVwere alsoused,. but l'ess!often. r

mogzof the board members said either that day care was not
. discussed at their community's last Town Meeting -or they did -not6
know it it was discussed. In three of the four :_cpmmunitys'Towro
Meetings where day care was discussed, the board members partici
i,ated.in

f)

the discussion.

. These findings suggest.. that. the day) care advisory boards
played..a role in_advertising day carecservices and assumed soMe,
of the public inforMation:systeMfunction for the day care opor7',:t
ators.

0

,1

00

At-the close-of FY 19.72, one 4-C Committee.decided,to meet'
its:publici.relations-respensibilities lay;:making..affilM about

, .

IV-Aguidelinet, using $8;000 of surplus administrative
,tunaS...:' This group: -felt that legislators and the geheral,public'
needed intormation afk)nt- day cares potential for. hild, developr
merit.

,

.
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Communication's'

MostOf the Vermonters employed by day_c,arc_heard_about,their-jobs
through-a-friendier-a-ne0Sp"apeY-EdVeitiieMent. Neighbors, relatives;,community organizations, 47C committees and the employment service
were other sources oDjob,information.

Some of the 6irectors andtheir staffs had' helpedto organize the sites.

State,employeessaid they heard about their jobs hroughotheir"old" jobs and came to the day care Program,from the state Department,of Social Welfare, the State Personnel Department, DepartmentEducation and the State Office of EconOmicOpportunity. OtherS.hadbeen with localcommunity
action agencies.' At every, level, recruitingwas.inforMal and highly personal, a characteristic of Vermont's'information processes.

There was-considerable variation in the amount and frequency ofdirect contact between state and focal people., Some stage officials,such ac the Program Developers,
Trainers and Licensers; spent their

time yin the field and worked closely with 4-C,leaders,and day carepreviders. Frequency varied from ."once a year" to "every two weeks,!'
but ,seVerral state people said there were telephone contacts on a more.regular basis to-help resolve probleMS. High'ievel state officialsmet, with4-C representatives7,and some day care operators occasionally,
usually to announce or.explain changes in policy or funding .levels,
but mostcommUication from decision makers took' the form of :.---,licy
directiVes in Memoranda.

.

. fi, .

.

:,0 Correspondence from state to, federal officials sometimes con-tained the samepleas fOr'"urgent decisions''on policy-matters.that
'° appeared in correspondence from-47C leaders teethe state. Long-lists of questions needing apswerS.MOved back and forth from Montpelierto Washington .aS the need.foroinformation grew indirect proportioh

to the "COmplexities of the program.,, Stridency camethrough occasion-
' ally as patience..worethin from long delayed' responses from

Washington to Vermont and.on down, the line. ' o .

,i1. ,

-
t:

.

. . .

. ,Semantics 'Presented some problems, too. . Unlicensed,day care
sites.were'called -"CaretakePS" in Vermont, Iiit some of`thui were
confused with satellite homes and other types of licensed homes

, Nearly eVeryoneattheste and 4 -C level referiedto day care
facilities as "centers," further. confusing communications because
of the 'several- distinctive categories ofF:day Care providers which
included two types of,Centert,,thaselicensed for.thirty,o more child- -
ren and thoge.4PProved for less than thirty' children.; In order to..
handle these distinctions,.LICD cOnsistently.identifiedall. day care
.providers as "sites. ,-.

, 0
1nother sor.x.ceof anxiety among persons., involved in theVermont

daycare'syste4wasspeculative informatien'aboUt pending,
national legi'SlationLICD investigators7Were asked about various
prposed.amendmentSand,bills concerning welfare reform and child :.

. care byo;abouthalf ,of ,all person's interviewed.: We also noted that .,k,
certain,.state-offidials toward the close of.eur.Study had begun to
receive daily copies.opthe Congressional ,'-fedord-, anotheromanifestation
0of groWing interet,in-national-affairs-ilia7EFErr implication foi'

:. Vermont:,..
:.

.

.

(")
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ttTime to Listen.,.

.
.

As Statedatthebeginningoft_his_Chapter,Information is the
'Core of any system, particularly for 'decision-makers. Since.
Vermont's day care program had no feed-back mechanism, policy and
procedural decisions were made without consideration of ideas 'or
information from the people involved in the day-to-day operations.

One of the major consequences of not listening was that
decision-makers at the top were working from assumptions rather
than facts, which were available but needed ferreting out. To
'test this hypothesis, LICD interviewers posed this question:
"If you had the power, how would you change the Vermont Day Care
System?" There, were a total of'698 responses to that question.
Of the sixty people who had no comment,034% were parents, 27%
were day care site staff, 19% were site board members, 17% were
clay care operators and 9% were state officials. The other res-
ponses were organized into LICW.s twelve working categories:
people, places,.. things, systems, time, money, health, transport-
ation, food, licensing and 'child -adult ratios Systems received
the highest number of responses followed people and money.
The major concern of the operatoks.and daycare staff centered
around people. The advisory board members; parents and Vermont
state officialsjwere most concerned with systems. (Some of the
responses were expressed in the form of complaintsith suggestions
to remedy the Problems. Others described new and different ap-
proaches to-the day care,.system..

The summary below highlights those response's which, seemed
tobe repeated frequently or-whicheas' far -as-we know, were not
under considexatibn by'decision-makerS as this was written:

A nuMber of 'people commented that there was too much em-
phasis organization,and eligibility-that°more energies should
be.focused-on.the children and how to imprOVe the system to
support child'development.HOne operator suggested that all
eligibility and money-matEers should betaken out of_SOCD and
given to another agency. She also suggested thatthe'..,parents
should pay the Operators. directly and be reimbursed directly by
another agency which would be responsible for determining ell-,
gibility: 'that way,OCDcould-theo reorganize to focus on staff
training and-child, development.

,

,F9veral peoPle suggested that the state put some adminis-,0
trative money into establiShing a. central "warehouse,. where,day
care operators could purchase.or borrowday care equipment and
supplies. o

.

Another person. wantedto shift,prioritIes and complained
, that qhildren in some centers had nn supplies while the state'
was considering a closed circuit t8levision,system.l.

1/ 1161-Vermont Contract

ft
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Many people suggested ,that eligibility should include familis
_cf.all-socio-economic levei-S-And ,include'hon-working mothers and
maryinal..families (i.e., those families Almost eligible). Others

_suggested-that- the -fee should be based on net income, not gross in-
come in order to More realistically assess ability to pay.'

'One director suggested that the day care staffs should be 0
-given one week:off every year for a statewide training workshop
which would include the children who could benefit, too, from the
exposure to new people and new experiences.

Some people suggested a referral system for children--nft-
families. Others suggested that the day care staff should parti-
cipate in planning and receive a good training program before a,
site opened its doors,.

Some suggested that the state,,. should provide specialists in
Music, art, dance,'.etc., and work with the children and the
staff in their own facilities. .:Several suggested that-monitoring,.
and evaluation should be done by pePple who.are familiar,cwith
pre-schoolurriculum.'' One person wanted more funds to build
"good" day care centers rather than trying to modify existing
buildings. Some people suggested that there should be 24-hour
child care service in accessible homeS,to provide emergency
services. Others Suggested that the eligibility requirements
make' allowances for the need for-temporary, emergency service,
and health care,' and sheUld consider special needs associated
with pregnancy. .One person suggested a-Statewide personnel sys-
tem to define responsibilities,,between 4-C

r c
vis ,SOCD and

complained, "If'we have. o:fill out forms foorTigTh-pce, why
doesn't someone theck.on us-to seeif me are doing it?".

Interestingly, only' ninety six out Of' six hundred ninety
eight responses mentioned "more:money" as a 'desirable change,,
while two

with
ten reSponse* (the largest,_ category) were con-

cerned with "how things get done" or systems.

Summary

LICD .findings- verified the importanc5? And impact of Vermont's
information processes on "how well" the day care.system operated.
There was no. part of tnesystem 'unaffected by the availability
or absence' of accurate, .timely, useful' information, but-some
elements of the system were more dependent oWinformation'and,
hence,' more visibly affected; alch.as-coMpliAnce enforcement' nd
-decision-making. Vermont's movement toward Automation and a manage-
ment information system indicated an awareness of the' problem.

/if:"
The state's eharaCteriStic informality couidbeThn imPortant

feed-back asset if used as' an intgral element of a statewide inform-
ation system LICDs. use of, the qUestiOn,. "If .you had the-power,
.how would you'change the _day care system. demonstrated the 'value:

/:of providing an opportunity forYthe eqperts--the peOple 'who0 are the system--to,be-heard.
Y,)
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Several 4-C leaders presentd arguments against the
FAP day-care eligibility requirements. In essenceXthey said
that clay care "should not be a political football" nor should
it be ,treated as something dirty, "like food stamps." In sum,
clay care shouldn't have anything to do with poverty. It should
have lots to do with children and child development. As 4-C
is now operating for low income families, "we are only
isolating poverty and turning out bigger and better poverty
children, but 4-C is unable to focus; on the full development
of the child." "We need'to integratc_ all socio-economic
levels so the public and community would give wider support
of the program. As it is, now, the whole community is
reluctant to support another poverty effort and the Federal
funding doesn't provide a stable atmosphere for an ongoing
program when, in the next few months, the 4-C may not be around."

One very striking thing we noticed in the numerous reports
on the status of day care in Vermont was'that the progress of
day care activity was measured by the number of facilities licensed
and the number of spaces created. Other documents and reports
projected estimates of the number of FIT and IV-A children to
be enrolled aCthe end of a fiscal year.and those estimates were
different in each report, Only the,billing records accurately
reflected and,made a distinction between the number of FAP and
IV-A,children actually enrolled in day care.

There is no evidence that, the SOLD staff collected or
reviewed comparatiVe data on the planned and actual number of
Children enrolled under FAP and title IV -A.

Public Information

Most of the state officials said they "were gOing to have" a public
information System to tell the story of Vermont's day care program.
Ap SOCD COmmunications,Specialist(had been niked early in 1972
and was planning to publish a pewsfe,tter and use the media to tell the
day ea/re story, He helped to develOp a media pPesentation which
woUlebe linked with a national information systeM.

7 Most of the Day Care officials irythe StateOffice did not
knOw if day care was discuiSed'in:11eir: communities at the most
recent Town Meeting.V Others said that it was notidiscussed,
and those, who said that it was discussed also participated "in the
discussion.

1/ Vermont holds. annual Town Meetings in each community, some
more' freguently.- 74:h some cases, allocations of 'public 'funds are
diScuSsed and decidd.
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0As desCri)bed ,'in detail in the preceding chapters;- decision
Making' in*the 'MP 'day care pretest was usually top -clown with
respect to every aspect of importance except Tarental option to
,elect the day care provj.ders of their choice. Even then, 'Unless
alternative sites were available and readily accessible,:hat

' roption, too' ,.. May ? have been illusory: For example, important
policy ,deci,silifigi-ei then:Were initiated or approved
officials in llabhington. Some df these included:

the de,cision not to pretest the income
maintenance 'component. 1/

establishing the aM':',.t df the day care
,reimbursement rate -..fedule...?../

\o,_)
o establishing PAP eligibility criteria. 2/
o overall design of;t.he Operat,:..ons Plan. 4 4
°

OVITlicoae-1-day -care arid ,-home en .1Z1 ch me nt
center. 6/ ti

the methodology and evaluation design of. " Vermont's
program, quality assessmi,int of fort.

,`At. the same time, ccrtai:,:a policy questions which could -On] y (-
be decided, at the state level' were left either 'Unresolved or '"'
uncommunicated while regional 4-Cs and day 'care providers groped
for 'answers, took action' on their own or quietly gave up.TO.

C, *...,
1/, See Pp. 68-72 ,'"-82i,

2/ See pp. 83.-84,, 128, 130-1.32,

3/ See IIEW-Vermont 'Contract

134;

o--

4/ Ibid. Also see pp. 162-163.

238, 242.5/ Se6 pp. 171,, 237,

6/ See"pp-: 1171118.

7/' See' Pi5-. 259--26.1
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The f011owingexamples of such unresolved- questions surfaced
in the field data ,. collected from the state, .regional 4=Cs' and the
day care sites:

.° Who was xesponsiblefok compliance with the
,Federal Jnteragency Day care-Requirements? 1/

,

If it was the'state, how did the'4-Cs and 'Site
. .

, ..

pperators know what was expected of theM?-
c,"'

H havecompliante have been, measured. -,)and:
Who should have monitored for compliance?

° Were dCaketaker sites included under the FIADCR
even though, not required to be licensed in

%%/ermont? 2/

The FIADCR states:

These RequirementS cover all.day care
programs...whichreceive-Federar:funds...
Such pxogrhms andfatilities must also

.

be licensed or meet the standards of
liceniing:apeable'in the State.,3/.

o

However, stateand.federal.OfficialS,stated-,
that:, in- home'' care was f "not covered in':FIADcR." 4/
kpaper.pn....tIed-J.!Car6
was issued by tbestate,in'December;,197:1,-.bt

.,there'mas no procedure, developedfoienforcing,
compliance: 5, Did 'Mean that' caretaker.

-homes were not.expected'to.'eoMply With standards?
.

.

°T. Caretaker' hothe,enrollment was restricted to
children from no More thl.7.n two familiesin
addition to: the. Caretakers) 'own children,:
Did this mean there was no limit on the number
of children cared for in' each home?' If. so

-7-did-thip-me.ah-th-ft-Effe-FlIAtitg7Cifird-ad-Uit ratios
did ,not.apply,tO.Caretakers?.----

0

00

0 ci"1..,

.1/ See-Chapter,-47.cCofitrels
-: :

2/ Ibid, pp. 254-256.

3/ Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements p. 2

4/ Carcagno and Granato at a meeting,

5/ See Chapter 4,,contro1P, P. 254.
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° Was there an -appeals procedure from a licensing
decision? 1/

If so, how did it work and who'should have
been contacted \for information?

If not, what: recourse was there for an
aggrieved day care provider or parents
of potential enrollees or a concerned
community?(,

ff\
o What was the basie" for 'allocatingt,day care

fundsoand other resources throughout the
state? 2/

Who made those decisions and how.) could they
be appealed or modified' if net acceptable
to 4-Cs, providers; parents or communities?

o Was 'there-a-rationale for referring FAP/IV-71
eligible children to :Ce,rtain day care

,0 rproviders? ,3/

- ; children were not:referred to certain
..licensed...facilities:Lwhat_recourse was
open to those operators? t,

If certain unlicensed '.f.aCilities were
not-acceptable-to parent", 4 -Cs or?1,che
community, what alternative courses)of
action were open- to all\ of them? `,* o

1/ Ibid, pp. 246-247:'

2/, See 213':235.

3 /ir, See pp. !2.98- 313.
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,
"Ti,e':day care site was licensed as a center but

'

operated in a home, was it eligible to receive
DOA food through the state Department of
Education which excluded 'lathes froM its food,
program ?._ 1/ _

And should the state have atteMptedto
standardize itsdefinitions of sites to
eliminate such confusing distinction's? !

°Could.theetate have legitimized' local matching
funds obtained,by "donations" froM IV-A or
FA.P.parents, or should it have continued to
ignore the practice?

Either way, what would; have been the impact on
the day card program?

,_In,general:,-,LICD-investigators ,found" significant
- .dissatisfaction with thedeCiiion-making process at everyleVel of 'inguiry. There was fruStratiOncVer a lack of specific
6anci,timelY answers to Operating as_Well as policy questions.
This problem topched people-everYwhd'i.e irLthe.program,:from_j
fdderalthfOughState to 4 7C and day care 'sites. In some
catcs, we foundcthat:decisiOnS.hedybeen:made but had not been
adeqUately communicated. however;..deciions

. could not.beA.dentified firmly so that theyHeould"be acted

Because of the :importance of decisional ay n

operational.7system-,-theHrepor*-Which-7fol-loWs-hesTspecial---7-Interest.,

0

O

DayoCare, Staff Decisions

Forty of the dayeaie:Staffinterviewed said they
participated in Making,deci'Sions-about running the Site,-,atwelve
indicatedthey'soMetimes made recisions, and six stated that
they did,not,help to make decisions. "Decisions that most

" frequently 'Concerned the staff'.,,incllided-,,the:;. election-of----;------.7---7Tibgram activities, materials,SupPliesand,equipment. Selectingfood, activities VOltinteers
issues abb(at which staff members made decisionS-leSs frequently.,

..,A6cOmparatively small number -of staff members made.decisiens
regarding the ,selectiopof children and paid Staff. Verylew

777Staff,MembeiShelped tb-,determineHthe.aMountsof money charged
for daycae serviceS, Others madeidecisionsiregarding policy,
job,desCxYRions and eValuatons of` the Children,

0'

1/ See pp. 298=1'313.

2/ See Appendix D -2
sr

3/ See pp, '213 7235:



Thirty eight of the fifty two who said they made,decisio1\ns
c-iwere satisfied ,with their degree, of input. Eleven of them

wanted to participate more often. Only one staff member"
:wanted to make decisions less often.

Decision Makihg,by Parents
.

.

Thirty two staff members indicated.tnat Parents helped to
makePdecisiohs about running their day caresites and-nine,
staffmembers said they did not. Eleven staff members'

cindicated that the pare0s- sometimes..helped. to .make decisions
and tWa.did not know wbether'they did or:not. Staff said
that parentS were liStened to most frequently when they
offered suggestions or criticism, but were consulted less often
at regular meetings Or as- individuals. According to the staffs,
some parents' he pe o' ma e ecisions.,a ou ay care operationS
throuqh a parent's group that plenned"childrens' activities,
and some parents _helped to hire the_Staff. -Ti;:/enty-nine staff

member's:felt tnatparent partieiPatiOnWatYinsuficient and-'
tWenty.one-Slt It"Wesj6St-abOUtiright.-.-

.

.
.

,

'Most of. the day care Operapprt'Said that the parentS
..

. .

helped make decisions about,runningthe day care center.
Eleven- opergtora<said that the parents did not help make
decisions... 7,0PeYetbrsagreed7that7moSt:5efthe7parents-werer-.
1.1Seeneeed..-We'ri-iWaOefie-d-ii44TOEI-76f.7-6-i-Wefe

. ,,consultedds..individuals4Dy'the' operator: Abouthalftheoperator:
0

?

parents7were7cobsuIted47at'77reguiaretirigg'74.#ilaof-the '

'Operators'. thought -that:the'parent:.participation was just
about right-but.a Smaril.perdentage.said-that-parentS,,should-T
participatemore. ,. .,'.

o
Other ways that, parehtsparticipated:in dedision taking

was througn the adVisory board, mother's. .grOupS,,or as
volunteers. Forty nine of the, parents said'theYwere involved
in'. making decisions aboUt the way the day0earedenterwas run,
twenty six said ,they,"did. not helpmake such decisionsj and
-twelve-said-they..-semetiMes7-nelped-to,rmaka-decisionsarens,-:.
said" tbey_ 7,talked'', to the day:eareoPeratcheneyerney
Coul14,' were consulted by"tneoperatOr and:Made'Suggestions..
atyineetings,but voted on issues less frequently, ,.A few parents.
said theytalked',tothe staff,' era:Pareht.deader.orwere I,-

,...volunteers.:, Twenty. SeVen parents wantedc'tO:becothe more involved
and four wantedto..be.less..inioived.' The reMainder of those '

-,;interviewed .seemed `'to, be satisfied witnAhe extent o_ f their'ij

participation in decision-making. -- ,-,'.
0 .

, . .
.. .

..
. .

..,.. In. about'haff theSitUationa where the stafffelt'that.
"parents could'be. more7irivOlved,,the parents agreed.' lh about,
'one7third:0"of'thesipatic5,ne where the staff felt, that the--

, parent., decision marsing-r6le-waS justabout-ight, the parents ''
0 ,,. , 4..wanted ,tobe'more inVolved'in decisions.' '- '

fr

C.)

0

0 o
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In about one-third of the situations, parentS wanted to becomemore involved in decisions where the operatort said theparental involvement "was just about ,right." At'-nine sites,
.

parents and Operatort. agreed that parental input was ':.too little,"while' at eight other sites, parents and operators' agreed that-parents did not make decisiont--and
"shouldn't."' In threeother- cases,. parentt said they didn't make decisicrt while theoperators- said theY,did.

...,

Where sites had-advisary7toards or councils,, theparehts said the
particiPated'In:-the-work-by7attehdinT-meetingt and making suggestions. Some of the .other _parent'activities included -fund raitinqi membership special parentorganizations and voting ph' polities. ,Mcist of the board. members surve3 7d did not feel that there was enough parentinvolvement shOuld be, noted here that advisory boards. 'in the

Kingdom- Were-unique 'due to the-daY..tareprogram's special relationthip wiy:11 OcgSA. Rather thanhaving a' separate board for each day are site, there.'wat -an. umbrella advisory board with two parent repretentatiVe frbmeach day care site. MOstof the board members interviewed
-

eitherdid not.'"attend-,the meetings or did not seem tooexcited about the board ' activities becaute , they said, theboard tOdilted. on.'iarger
.coimmunity,.itsues which did. not 'concernthem as daytare- parentt.

ThechairWtman,Of the -bo-ftrd ,,: wheninterviewed , expresteld,Ltrust
ratiOn-bout-f act-that-OCCSA-77,---.7.without_ a ccowiting7f s the.Rather than the board, inflAiericing-OCCSA detisions

. the 'board ,was con trolied_by' -C=STLOy.4
irovidng-board-members7--

She sadd don' t know enoughto askifOr the information in_advanOe. we only -ask for itwhen-a pkobleliC64 up, and then. the 'information hard, to.get. :Actor4inq't6,1*'. potrd, Chairman in, the Northeast
Kingdom, that 13oard.aiso .intluded parent ,representativp5from -each. of t* participating 47C Day CArci' sites. ..HOwever,when -'sites wel-e),surVeyed in the Northeast Kihgdom, none ofthe ptrefitt,lOperatort or staff members.'pentionedpareat,
represehtation on the A-C Committee and-at- .LICD interviews,kparents 'saidAlley wanted

tjorp_direct-pontrOl-over-what-affectedt*-----tlielf7665fe-rs, especially fihancet. ,

0

(Evaluation/Planning Decisions

Most of the operators- saietheSi'-knew if their relg raina6CoMplihing
objectives.hy.observing.,the,Ohildien's,behavior, frOM.-parent 'S comments, staff, eVtlustriOhy-community

',feedback', simply. "jutt 'feelipg it. "Y. ,A small, percentAge:Ihew,
throti9h. comp 1.4 ijlt boarrXieyaluation, evaluation and`c ate evaluation .' S/:41e""op6rators used 'Parent_questionnaires

,
or 1.)arent group..evaluatipn,

other_"got feed 'back" from a1:1'Oenser .whOraised questions- and visited other centers ;to,.make In two situatiohS';',the
TubliC -tchool providedf eedback:y--SixbOards

lya ted -"their, -programs, Monthly , two
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evaluated 'quarterly, two semi-annually and one annually.
Three, did so irregularly and four-never'...evaluated at all
Eighty of the par'ents said they were satisfied with the
day-care service their children wel receiving and none
said they were dissatisfied.' A,

`Those parents who'had previouslyplacedtheir children
in other day care situations, commented that tii6ir children
were learning more in the new. site, getting better, care,
and had more"space for,,Play. They said that the-day care
service they were receiving was more "professional", than

In general,,parents-made the folloWing suggestlOns on,
hoW they Would improve the day care service:, "..,should
be ,provided on the week-enda and before. and after sch6C:
provide more'recreation..proyide,infapt day careservides...
pko,aae' PSYChoiegiC.al serViCeS...piovide mor-7child:),development
and growth activities more discipline...expandedservices for
all, ages...more money for,the day care service:...more pay for the
staff.' SoMe said there were not enough adults and a few

-,==othera-said-there-were too manradults;-'

Parent participation in -decision-makinT,',an avowed.-
objective--in'the..HEWVerMont contract, was built into the
Operations Plan.,ap:representation on advlSory'and poliCy.

----boards-rWith--Sbme-appeals-WOCedilre-S7-freTiarenti:(avridTet'liiik'S)
over-over eguitablerepresentation.:.' The.data:

.

show, hoWever, thatmpSt .parent,inVolvementowever.limited,
--t7resuitedliromTi'n-teraCtIon_..wit'h7Operators7and7staff.7at. -the-

sitesand somewhat)lesa,freguently'through.formally_structured
4.1poarda-:-:::This,findingpointsto7the-nded-to' reasSess. prevailing

perceptions Orvarent-involvement'and to encourage such activities
to_evelve in- a'"_walO'best)-SUited to-the 'paentt.

-; In summary,, then,, decisions weremade at 'every level by
everyone in the"sYsteill,--with' greater or lesserconSeguenceS.
In the absence. of usefuli,hfermation.,mahy operating. decisiehS
were- responses tp_criseS. And there was no evidence of

--systematic-deCI'STbhmakTrfg-Wha-Ch7g6GW6-a-rid-tUngTde-"reB--
:,infermation.fromthefield..;.

o.

. Starting with thelOperationsPlan,..the Vermont FAP. day.
-care program.wasitself-a,response)to decisionsfmadein--
ashington, understandablysince'thepurposeCf-thewhole
exercise, was to test the validity Of..Sena baSib.aSSumptidna.
in':Proposed,federaLwelfare reformjegialationOne'of those
asSomptiOns:Was)that-ifthakimg'MOney,availablefordhildcare.
(with,minimum' restraints on itsi; use °and max mum restraints on
eligibility ,and: amounts)- woUld,qUiekay'j)predUbeanedgh.
"satisfactory" day care to meet .Laag'rammatkC.rwOCOnsiptent
withthai'tuilption,)Ah.ereforede.cisioWee Made by,
Wermonttate:oft,iCial:Who-:ay,.haye.,under0tilthated the impact
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of those decision's on the peopleAlost'affected,. the 4 -C
Committees, day_caxe-proyiders, community-at-large and day care.
constimers -- parents and children. In this context, the absence
of a' decision may- have been even more significant than an
articulated decision since LICD findings substantially
supported .the 'notion that "no one was in charge.:,-

The Late, disClosed, however, not so much that no one" was In
charge of anything but, rather that someone mas.:inchargeof.,
'economic FAP7related policy decisions while no one seemed,
to be in charge of day care service delivery child-related
decisions. That dichetoMoug aspect of the pretest,had an
encrmous-impaCt on the chdradter of Vermones"lopsided
day bare'systom, and accounted fOr much of what "Went
wrong."

0
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Ancillary Services - -The support or auxiliary services not
included inv regular day care programs; i.e., nutrition,
tradsportation,=' health care and social services.

Area 4-C Committee -- ('also referred, tO...as regional 4 -C),. An .

Irumbrella" ,agency responsible f:jr. local "coorii nation and
management of Vermont 1.s.- day care program within a T.31.vc.r,.-4,2,.,-

,graphic area, 'in most cases within ,a county.

Caretaker--A child care operator who is legally exempt iron:

State of Vermont Licensing regulations tod to ca r. i
for children from no more than two faMilies in adt.iitiol: o

the caretaker's. Services are usually provided in thi...
operator's' home.

,...

Child Care Se rvice Grant--A contract. between the State of
Vermont and a regional 47C Commi'tte'e -to develot and maintain,

,, .

a --program.of community-.day care services for .....the chi 1 dr.:.,,n of

.......____Aiorkingparents and working guardiansCth roi.ih the i.:oeditures,,

0'.
of Fede raq.2'funds-avairablfor .,, chilc..aie . under ; Wriii:3MISIFC7:77:777--

77-7-77-777,77--77'777

Title IV-A.

Custodial' Child, Care- -The provision of minimal day 'care ...

. service's by an individual or institution 'Other than a. child's',
legal...parent or', guardian.

.. c.

Dav ''Care. Center -A day care opei,;atCan serving\g.ro'ips ,of 12 or'. ,.

more children which provides opportunities -fcr Vie experience
and learning that accompanies a mixing of age-tv...Thlatlerallyv

of a,gp ,are not accepted y centers.'.

(FIADCRY '6 ,

Day Care Unit--The day care operations staff .formerly in the
pg.c:11 the ,U c1in,,,August

U.P ,

ne-bug-7To refine a system by eliminating problem 'areas.

Developmental Child Care--The delivery of day , care service
which includes mental, physical and -dental health services;
and sociar, emotional, and intellectual growth experiences.

0
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Direct =-Grant Contract - -A contract between the State of Vermont,
and a regional 4-C committee. The state agrees to pay directly
to the 4-C committee a sum of money on an agreed upon schedule,
with few restrictions. The,4-C committee, subcontracts with a
day care facility to provide childcare which adhpres to day
care requirements. In addition, on adequate accounLIng system,
for efficient operation must be established, subject to annual
audit.

Direct Services -The prOyieiOn of the basic minimal services
needed'to,operate a day care facility; Such as a child care
staff, food services and related program support.

Family Group,Home--A day, care operation serving only as many:
children (no more than 10) as it can integrate into its own
physical setting-and pattern of living. It isespecially
suitable fOr infants, toddlers, and_sibling'groups and for
neighborhood based days' are programs., (FIADCR)

c',

,A._.

FAP Interim Guidelines and Operating Procedures -- Issued by
,:.0Joan Babbott, Director, SOCD, to,A-CChairmen and Day care
operators. en AuglIst 23, 1971; The therein :;

. establish child care eligibility criteria and adtinistrative
prOCediarte which apply only-to the'use of'FAP funds.,

FAP Planning Staff"
't,

.

(a) Me federal officials, in the Office of the c ,

Secretary, DREW, charged with--the,responsibility.
'% for directing ,the' FAPATretest., 'Mote:

1vThis unt became the Welfare, Refort Planning
;staff in July,'19710k , ,;

0

0

(b) The VermonV unit in the Agency of Human, Services;
planning and.coordinating the

Vermont'FAp pretest.

r. J/Federal Regional 4-C Coml. ,l. teeAn interagency "group of Federal
officials in Regional offies'who work as-a peat in relatieir',
to local 4-C Progl-ams and State) 4 -C Committees.

Federal Review Panel-RepresentatiVes'.of selected federal
agencies responsiE7 for monitoring and!approving work of
a 'federal, grantee or contractor, i.e.:

whozatterlid,day care,anywhere.from::
five to eight or moreAurs r.geerally fiVe,..,days- a week.

1
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Full-Time Staff- -bay care staff who work anywhere from five to ,A o
.eight_or more hours ,. a day, generally five days a week.-

Funding - (Federal)

(a) Compartmentalized or Categorical financing
(fundin.g) of federal programs with specifically'
defined or special purposes, i.e.: cancer-re-

, msearch, Public housing,
.

and training, etc.

(b) Vertical federal' financing '(funding) of public-
programs which reeults in fiscal controls from
thetop down by_M oeans of regulated expenditure
and accounting systems.

HR-1--A bill introducedin the House of Representativ?s during
the 1st session of the 92nd' Congress (1971), to authorize a
family assistance plan providing basic benefits to low income
families:with children with incentives for employment and
training, and to improve the capacity for employment of members
of such families by providing such services as day care.
(Not passed.)

HR7_16.311=The_FaMilAssistance-Act -i-ntroduced-.----
in the 2nd7session-of-:the-91st-COngress bil:Apil:21-,1570 to
amend Title 7IVcf,the SeCial-Security Act for the purposeOI
proViding ebasic level of.financial_ageistance,throughout,the.
nation to needy faMillea with children, in a manner which will
strengthen family life, encourage.Werk. training and self- ;

' support, and, enhanae personal dignity, with a.. provision to pre-
test the-,plan betweenjanuary:-1971 and' Mardh 1.972 in two arZfas

Yof.the,country. (Not pasSed.)

(7,

Income Maintenance - -A public assistance, plan to provide
minimum ,financial subsidy to individuals and families of
prqVgn_economie_need,_,TheL.enbsidy_may'Lbeji.dispensed-through-
social welfare agencies:', unemployMent compensation or other
social Security vehicles.

Inputs - -Those ingredients needed to produce or provide.a pro-
duct or service: The functiOning or, operation elements of;a
system (see Outputs)such as information, ideae,' setvice's. or
cresources.

GUide.lor the 4 -C Program; Pilot Phase--Issued
by the -FederaPanel-onEarly ChildhoodTin'1969,. ,Procedures
for the establishment and operation' ofState and loeal
programs,. (4 7C.)
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Negative Income Tax--A welfare reform propoSal which would
require,,broaderpopular-filing of income tax returns so
that persons or families with incomes:below a specified.
level :could be eligible for direct federal public subsidy.

Operational System--The statewide PAP day care delivery system
composed of federal, state and,local_poricies, procedures, and

Operations `Plan- -The federally, approved policiesnd pro-
cedures for de , Ve rmont s staewide PAP day care 0
services.

Outputs--Those elements resulting from the operation of a'
system; the productd'of, a,process., (Seernputs.)

''-',7.

parent - Employment Factors - -Those elements describing the
parent s ability to work or participate in training as a,
result of the availability of day ca'-Cervices.

,

o

,u

6,

Part-Time Children--Child attendance from.;a couple of hours
a day, once every week or twe,.to four hOurS per day, fivo;
days-per-wee

--part -Time-St.1tt:Day,:t.:are-L-staff-wlie-are paid 'for twenty hours
a week or less-.'

Pilot Day Care Site-S--Nine day, Care, service deliver, operations
selected by LICD for pre-testing evaluati5pn interview
questionnaires in 1971.

Plan - -A:. method 'devised for making or doing something,or,
-achieving .-an-end:--A-desbri'ptitin-bf how to c.o "' somet ing.

Planning Design--A.strUcturedprogram of work to be done-in
order to develop,a'plan.

Planning Grant--N-cehtract between the Stateof Vermont and,a
regional 4-C corrimittee:to plan and-clevelbp_a'.coerdinating,
mechanism,. foriloubli:6and:vo[luntarY'agencies and parents in
order to study community needs .and :resoUrCes,, expand day-care
resources,improve-qualityof,serliiceto children,' establish.'
a,...systematic way ofA*raising and-improving ,delivery of .)"\

servides,-andestablIsh000perative fisdal administrative43
staff Career.dewtiopment in child,care services,.'
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PlanningProcess--A systematic se,-ies of progressive andinterdependent actions to 0,Velop%:,plan.

Program Development--The process, of identifying needs orproblems, preparing a work plan and identifying appropriateresources to carry out the"program.

Program Quality Assessment--The determination of -the valuereceived for resources expanded, using specific criteria andmeasurements, and taking into; consideration expresSed program
goals and expectations.

Provisional Licen.le--A temporary day care license (Vermont) \
issued to' a day care operation that is considered safe andadequate for a' day care service but does not meet all the
standards and regulations for a regular 'day care license.It may be in effect no more than one year and the operator
must intend to comply eventually with all the standards wherethere are deficiencies.

Revenue Sharing (general)--A proposed concept to granC.a
portion of federal revenues for the gene7-A. support of State

.________and-local--ge:iernment..---The-grant-would-Le-"a7pormanent7ard-automatic -6diStributrOn"fl feder'al-,:fun"cigtO states and localities
determined by a defined ,forbula and not subject to annual
appropriation-by-the-CongresS-:.DecisionS-about-how--,to-spe-nd-7---'.--the mo.:iy would be made by recipient governments. .

Revenue Sharing (special)--A proposed concept to consolidatesome 130 specific federal -categorical programs into broader
component programs (i.e., education, manpower, transportation
urban community development., rural .coranunity development andlaw E.nthrcement) to be earmarked f6r "bloc grants" which ,

`wou]d be appropriated annually by Congress:

Satellite. Home--A family day care home that is directly
responsible to a local day care center. In many cases; re=
sources and some program activities are coordinated between (:the home and the center.

1";,

Seed Grant Contract--A contract betWeen the' sx:ate and, a 4-c
committee. i,Under this contract, the 4-C committee subcontractswith a licensed day care facility in order/to olAain day careservices. The "seed grant money" is appl-ied to the costs of
renoVating and/or rehabilitating the available facility.

,



Single:State Agency- -A state administrative body whose
function it is to consolidate responsibility to administer
an approved federal program

Special License - -A limited day care license. (Vermont) perMitting
tertain.,exteptions to the standards andregulations-foX a child
day, care operation only whenthere is reason to believe the
'exception is)in the best interest'o'f the children stiryed.

0

State 4 -C. Committee - -A group-.of public and priVateefficials
an&parents at the State levellorganized7to coordinate State

7chilcl'care":vadtivities7and to-facilitate the work of local 4 -C
CommitteesOand, cotrdinatewith the federal Regional Committee.

System--A,coordiiated body of methods; a complex' scheme
frplan of preceeure arranged In an orderly, manner; a combiration

ofpatts forming a unitary whole.

,;

Target Group-7A segment Of the pOpulation identified-With
particular prOblem towards, whichnfederal6remedial,action,ind-
funding are'sPecifitallydirected. ' 0

;.-TeehnicalASsistanCeThe prov1 ippOf.Infotmation:and
,specialized services to improve PrOgram4componbnIs.

Title IVThe section of the'Sotial Security Act, .as; amended
drL1968, that prOvides 'grants to'statesifor-aid and services
:toneedy, familiesWith thildren,and'for child welfare,services.
Title IV is-administered by SRS DREW.

c.

a
Title IV- A - -The section of the Sotial Security Act that deals
expelusivly with Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

3,(See

,..

Title .1V-A-Adminitratie Funding ContractA contract between
the 7State-QfficeTafTChi-Id-Development7and-a7.regional

_Committee Under'the terms of this tontract a regidnal 4-C
tommittee isvdharged with the. responsibility to develOp and._.
implement,. support services with letal day'c'are vendors.

'Vender Payment'sPayments made tooperators_of sites for',
day care services rendeted to children."
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0
Vermont Agency of Human Services -This grouping of problem-,,
solying services was created in , 1971.,r It includesthe State '0E0, the Departments of Secialz, Welfare., c.:Carrec-tions, 'Health, Mental' Health and Vocational, Rehabilitation,
and the FIT Planning staff.

a,

Voucher Payments--Ai;system whereby' eligible laMilies can 6ay. for day care services with 'publicly supplied
payment, vouchersin lieu of cash. .The public agency which dispenses the

vouchers" reimburses the day care vender for vouchers received..

Welfare vs. Workfare--Workfare is a new term which has comeinto recent, use to describe the concept of iiiandatory trainingfor welfare recipIents for suitable emplbyment to remove themfrom the welfare rolls,
o

,

... : .. .... . .

5-)
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At rnyms

.Agency oflhiman Services (VdTMont) This grouping of problem-
1.,' solving services was created in January, 1971.:1r includes '

the State 0E0, the Eepartments of Social Welfare,
:,,Correctionsi

Health, Mental Health and Vocational Rehabilitation, and the
TAP Planning Staff(/'

ANFC - Aid to Needy Families and Children (Title IV Part A, Section
402 of the Social SeCUrity Act as atr,dended in 1968) The
federhl giant enabling a state to furnish financial assistance
and rehabilitation to 'needy dependent-children and'the parents
or relatives with whom they are liying.Thia may also be referred
to as Aid to Families with Dependent Children. ,(AF0C).

Bennington-Rutland Opportunity Council (see CAA):

CAP

r4-C ;

h

Communitli-htion Agency. A local community organization, funded
primarily -by, the federal Office of Economic Opportunity under
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, giving the local community
the authority°and responsibility to design and implement 'a plan
forOombatting the causes and condition&;of_Teyerty within the
community.

Community Action Program ,
CiCOmMUnity Coordinated Child Care'.A,fed6.--1prOgram which

encourageStommuniries,t6Aevelop compretiv,"silie dayeare and6 pre- school services coordinated with existi.ng'and,potential
, eforts.child oar-ef The-federal-government-preYideS-Ohlr-,

technical,assistante and 'limited :funds for this purpose.
(See Federal Regional CommitteesOn the local level-the 4 7C
program i! operated-by tommul44:yolunteers or by paid staffs
when loCal, state or federal, -.Inding has'heen secured.

, '

Consumer Controlled-ComprehensiYeChild Care. A comprehensive
' ,4iday care program that was di4 'program and:

is operated by the parents wise children participate in,the:, ,i/program., -

0J

17Y_ CVCAC-_,- % .Central'Vermont Community Action'Council, (see CAA)
-4-,--,

, , CV0E0 - Champlain Valley:Office of Economic'OpportOnitOsee CAA)
0

DOA, , IV:S. Department of Agriculture

,''.1.1.S.rDepartment Of Laboi.

Economic OPportunities'Act,,August,,1464. The federal
legislation that0establishet he Offi4:Of Economic' Opportunity',

..

(OE0)' as thetinly, federal agency whose' primary-misaltirrIIS to

0;uutthJaaitt,v-
fe4J,046rib:elirpinate the peradoo .poverty in :the. Midst of

{T ij 4

Employment Seek. CY,'DePartnieet of (Vermont

6
E0A,"

ES
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ACRONYMS (CON'T) - 2

ETV Educational Televisioh

cr

,FAA Family Assistance Act, of 1970, alcSo knOwn as MR-16311. A bill
introduced in the 2ne'session of the 91st CongresS (1970) to
authorize a family assistance plan with a provision to pretest
the plan between January, 1971tand March, 1972 in (iwo areas of,

,

the country. (Not, passed).

Family Assistance Plan: A national welfare'reform proposal to
provide income maintenance, mandatory employment,: employment
training, social services and daycare services for welfare
recipients to assist in their transition to economic self-

FAP .

(FAP E & D
PROJECT -

FIADCR -

sufficiency.

r'' Family Assistance Plan Experiment and Demonstration Project

Federal InteragencY Day Care Remirements..

(/ FY , Fiscal Year (asjh FY ',72). Usually a.twelve month period
from July 1 to JUne

HEW

IRS

PTA,

U.S. Department of Health Education and Welfare..-_, (Also referred
to aS' DHEW or D/HEW.)

Internal Revenue Service (Federal)0
.r

, 1'j ..c ,. ,,, I
ManPower; Development TrainingAkct.This federal legislation,'',:
passed in 1962-and 'amendedbythe Social Security,ACcOf 1966,
is 'administered by the:Depariment of Labor. It is a two-fkd
work-training program0composed of institutional and on-tho-jbb
training C3mponents, 9,4.

,74,1: OCCSA'

o0CD

-0Management Information System

Orleans County Council of Social'' Agencies (see CAA)

Office bfCChild Development, U.S. Department of_Health,
Education and. Welfare. (see SOCD)

---Ofttce-of4-Ett-htitIn-0-pportunitynstablished. within the Executive_

Office of the U.S. President, see.EOA & SOEO)
t'

Service Corps,of''Retired ExecCtives.
o

State Department 'of Social. Welfare (Vermont)

`Scholarship, Education and Defense Fund for Racial Equality, Inc.,

SoutbeaStern_VermonL_CommunityActiOri-(See-CAA)--

'Schbel-Intetnatibii'd1 TraiWit4

0
ej.
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ACRONYMS (CONIT) - 3

State Office of Child Development, Agency of Human Services
Vermont. Effective date of the order creating SOCD was
January 3, 1972 as approved by Governor Davison December 30,,
1971, (see OCD)

State Office of Economic Opportunity (Vermont). (see OEO 6,E0A)

SRS, Social and Rehabilitation Service, U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare.

UVM r -University of Vermont.

_Vocational Rehabilitation,Jjeparment of (Vermont)

"Work Incentive" Program. Title IV, Part C of ,the
,Secur,ity Act as amended in 1968 which allocates funds to DOL
to train, welfare recipients for work with the goal of eventual

job placement.
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APPENDIX A-1

HEW - VERMONT CONTRACT - 1970-71

July 1, 1970 (Excerpts)

,Ar J Specific Child Care Planning Tasks to berPerfo'rmed,by the
Vermont Program Contractor

:.In.barrying_,out_the.planning asks,_the-contractOr shall
provide for the:

'01---defrtirtion of,presenf systems of ,,child. care
0
in

Vermont detailimg.type, location and- numbers
of seryicesi and these institutions respnsible
fOigeherating:and operating Services

r.

(2) extrapolation of Vermont's baseline survey
infermatio.(to be available in late ..summer) in
ordertO estithate,yermomt's'FAp child
needs'by typef.,numberand JOcatien;H With opera7,
tional. Staff,-:these MeedextrapOlation6* will be
reviewedand short and long ',range program Priori-
ties, ast:,werl as actiOngoalsv,

Examination of trends regardifig" the national
Child care systemadministrative control, funding
and2.programentent-anJ:Integrate theminto the
Planning, for a medel,FAP dhild'careystem whiCh
will Work-In Vermont orlmationally:.

With theoperatiOnS:stafthedeVeldpment of
pkoehdure=fOridfECfUriaing,::5f:daPcareprograms
iTifle'IV. and PAPluntrl such time da4.,national

isla'tion is`
,

, . _
pasged-;which will] lace

for daycare funding.with one agency.

(5) Development of,-technicluea-togenerate...day,care..:
serVipbsWareaS where:community-coediMated-

programs,are--diffiduit;.if not impoS,.
sible, 'to- develop. ,Ine4uded,!'will,be-donsiderati'en
.of temporaryHday-;;care=prOgrerriscontractsLmith.
out'gkde. suppiiers.;:...and-imnovaime-tranSportatiOn

-"7-7---systems-tor-moving-children-to"areaS.--Whereqprograms

11
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are available (conditions under which commu-,
nity coordinated programs'are unlikely to be
successful will be clearly defined.)

(6) Examination and identification of the
relationship between job or industrial,de-
velopment in a ,community and the ease in
development of child care services.

(7) °Design ofreferralprocedures between daycare
and other FAP components. Of particular ,conce'rn
will be 'referrals for,supportive-eervicee-for
children. :

(8) Deyelopment of'alternative'schedules controlling
the share of daycare cost. to be borne by families.
at any given income level. SChedulee tested should
include at least one which introduces into the
decisiOn of a parent who'is at'best:apetentiallli
low wage earner or who has a large number of
dependent'children, full consideration of the cost
of child care which the de&isioh-to work involves.'
At eame..time the scheddles_shouldnotimpope
exeeseive.disinCentivee.to SiguificantA.abor:lorce
poteptial.or attachment,. ,-Schedules to beteated
should -also reflect:'differences in the. .quality'
of care provided:ad as to encourage, utilization.
of `less expensive-forms ':ofdaycare.thusboth
MinTMi.zing Federal cost and providing a natural
-rationing. mechanism -for ,acarce resources.
SChedulee.to d.be teste:zhall...befointly agreed
toApythetate;and.the DREW PrOjeet Offleek.

(9) Design and evaluation 'of Various-Child cara.payment
sYstems':andadministrative procedures -for their
implementation: lirternatiYee. for,eXathPle, will
Include: (a) 'yodellers to individualer; (b) income'
eXclusioh, and (c) direct contracts the day

-,:care Providers. The possibility afdepigning,
.'Paymentsy:atema which would encouragethreugh
mOnetary,reWardS', quality services and trained
personneltwilLaleo be explored._ Systems to be
tested,--shalfTbe-i6i-ntIytagreed-to-Wthe7Stte7and:-
the,-MHEW PrOject_Officen

,

Definition eud:evaluation,of techniques'f0r_:
resource development at,the local including

the deYelopment6f:peraonnel,tO provide. ChilCeare'
services. Alternatives which will beexploredjn-,:.:
elude: 11) job training Programs. 1i:e..,Avew,'-,
-Careers _possibilities-for_FARirecipienta_and.r.other_..
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non-professionals in the child care field)
which might be coordinated with employment
training components of FAP, and the ongoing
WIN and MDTA programs; and (2) follow-up
training and definition of continuo:Sus staff
services, which might be necessary in the '`
operation ofchild care, programs. The intro-
duction,of child develoPment into home care
should be a major consideration in both
training 'PregramS for perSonnel.

(ll) Outline the size, and staffing requirements
for the FAP day care component.

Specific Tasks to be Performed in the Expansion of Child Care
Services and Facilities Throughout the'State

.

. .

The contractor shall'develop and implement'a program for '.'"

expanding child care facilities and utilization within.thet
State. The plan for expanding the day 'care operational funds
provided' by this contract must be jointly agreed to by the
State and the DREW Project Officer before operations
commence. .zi o

fi

The Apedifid tasks to be performed include:

a.

. .

'

The formulation of administrative procedures for.develop-
,ing4and managing ,a-A.}*emofchild cAre'AerVices..in :
VerMonty_,__Defining:theseproteduresilrequire.develep

,-Ment, of the followingkbleMen04-7-

Q

.. ,

Lt

, _

(1) AgreeMentS with the Department of Social Welfare
in regard ,to the teMporary. transfer (i.e:,for the

'-period of the contract)--of responsibility TOr
distribution and monitoring ofTitle IV monies,

';aria the:licensing of All day,care facilities in

An pgreeMent with the DepartMent of SOcial Welfare
to,dontinue and licensing, responsi-
bilities until suclvAime aS"Stiff. can:be developed
,within 0E0' and 4-C"toeffectivelyAsSume such
responsibility: Thetransfershall occur no later
than September 1970: ,

`(3) Definition of a State pOlicy regarding the. ,

distributionvand Coordination of 100W Federal
-contract winies for ady, care (FAP)-mith existing
Federai,monieS requiringAbtalHcaSh and in -kind
commitments,,(Title IV).' This policy and,proce-

, 'dureS for its uSe.:will'be ofparticular concern'
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...

in the short
range operatinal phase of Vermont's1 day care program.

Related to the joint funding policy, procedNesmust. be designed
-to insure that equal sarvicesare provided children in any one center or home.For ekample,

.sinceFAP.menies-prOvide for, medicaland dental services and
monics'do not inVermOnt; the problem of integrating

these fundsat thcoPer,ational
level must,be

resolveth;.b. On thcE basis of the inventory of day care-efforts(specifying types of
care, groups served,-tion.of gaps in,

services--programmatically.and geographi-eallytancL-the.:ubaseline.-survey of potential demand '
reovered by the day .care

planhingphase.. described above,targegareas,.
for),iMmediate'tOncentration of effort- andspecific progrm needs will

be-reviewedTeTid-Opii-dq.Long range -goals will'be set. With the FAP day care.''Danniqg staff,day:,care 'operations staff, Will-define'programpriorities and prioritie for the -distrIbutioof limited day care
resources within the State.

11

.
Development

end;imPlementaion of techniques,:to:C4Uickly-genera6 interest.: in local day
7care..pregramgland to..'.proVid4actual assistance in the .formation and operation,.of programs.

One methodi_aiready-Aised
'ona liMited .basis,will,,bqfurther:.&yaluated:-.thet of establishing a-netWork

of:pregipMdevelopes,WhO.arecapableot-=40roViding---pUblic..::ed,116ation:i'dIfOrtaregerdiIgHneede.
fo.:,ekpandedday care

seryice4and-,Oforganingloafin'terest""tO-Ole.peint
of

ItiSenticipated thateS the- .deMe410- for daycare seriiieee'at the
local.leNiel'increasether, -techniques requiring
lOSS-.'",sellingeffort..can;bp,effpc.=,.

.

tive
,a.,grant program, a central-.

clearinghouse-.tor inforAatiOn
'regarding

-the7useoE,FAP'chlid'caremen4s
and recommended

-administrative.prOCedures!
4F,,

. - c ,The.development.implementation of a 'systemof,admini7'strative

services,...treining.and'teehnicalassiStanee,,lorstaff in FAP,, child
Ca'*:6,'progrems...fPrograMccintentand techniques, management,

procedureS,:and-steffdeyel,pp-:,
ment

-assistance
respOnslb4-1.ty-,MaY-be-a-sa-gffia.tO cooperativeState or.

local.,ageniordeveleped through the FAP'.child care.operatienA staff: ''

,

)

The design and
ConduCteot-programs mach demonstratenew'

,,ways to

provideChild',.cere'serviCesinth6e'State.SuchdemOnstrations mayinelUde (1)
thedeveloOMent ofSateliite'dy:,aarehOmes staffed by ^PAP :moEhers around_

a

nuclear.centerwhere-eduCationaq.-materials and
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services are aiailable; (2). the innovativelie of
existing ETV programmingfor children in'homesend
'centers acrosSdO:e State or the development of .ETV'

programs, and accOmpanying:,educaliional Materials for
children; 'and;:,(3) an.'inno'vatve iranspoation system
for rural child care,programs:'

The develePMent of internal evaluation Procedures'fcr',
_assesing the effectiveness oftrie-operating programS

and the.,statewidejStaff iteelf. It isanticipated that
standnrd(Teporting forms'will.:be developed which,wi4
meetFederel ,and,State need'S on FAP children,endproVide,

a baSis not only for-;,aeSeselnghe effectiveness of
current,, programs, but'aid in the proiectidn of future

services. Periodic review session's in,the opertions
serve.,to 'pinPoint'I'subject areas for increased

communication and' Coordfnation, and:geographic area's
-

for concentrations :of, effort. 'p,e1.0 experiences will'he
frilly'documented and analyzed as'necessary to give the

ip_annin g and pera ions staff a ciear,pietureCf what'-

work's and'doeSWt Work'dn particular communities,:

':In carrying out the child care.jplariningand operation*
tasks outlined above,abovethe contractor ,shall previde forte'

.maximum consultation and inVolvementof'appfbprieDfEt
FAP'And other staff ThevADMEoieet''Officerhall r7 : '' ,

.,specify to the:Cohtractor the: appropri'ate,plitaffe (.'.! ,,,i

total' component,:,,care and specifiCally theYoperatiensi,x
,

.. ..

phase-as; given in:'ATIcle W., Staffing :patterns: ard---

'specified witii1h the-:budget';',
,,,,0,, ,,i

,
,

;When the day care program is:Tully operatOnalIWithin
twelve tc eighteen months) Tbe,,the day,

care'.Mperatiens'will,be-trdnferTed from SOE0to,nn:
,apprOpriatCagency, agreed.byheatateand pHOP.": The,

day care operationtaff:mffl'prOide the',,leVOopmn'ta),

)administratiand OlpporT'Servicefor bothhe Title iv

fund' and' ttie.:,xeciuesciliia,,c6±6 and eedg,ranttUnd ,

under thiS contract:

. . -
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APPENDIX A-2

OFFICE OF'ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

AGREEMENT

,Z1

Agreement for reimbursable services'to be, performed by the
Department of Health, Education, .and Nelfare.

I PURPOSE
1-

One of the important goals of the proposed-Family Assistance
.

Plan.--is to provide strong incentivesfor the transfer of
adminitrative reapOnsibility for som5,of the welfare pro-.
graMs:now administered by State welfae'departmenta to a
Federal agency. In order to effect sch tranafersinan
efficient and timely Manner, it williieneceas.ary to' -have

esOlvedthe many problems attending the integration of FAP0
With theState programs and to have a model Federal-State
agreement availablete:serve as'.the baSis for discussions_
with the various states. The detailed planning and develop-
ment of an,agreement,cannot be done without'jecusing on the
issues one state in' order todevelop-realiatic and
effective models;

f,
FAP aIao provides for the establishment of greatly expanded
child'care-feciIities and an,expansion of the(avallable
manpower services throUghOutthe:6OuntryIn theabsence
of actual operational experience litisexCeedingly
diffiCuitto plan for-a rapid expanaion .intheae,erees-°
that will effectively meet the needs, of the recipients'
and 'the FAP Program. V.

In view of these:planning needs, 'the Department of Health-;.,
EduoatlOni7and Welfare is contracting,,with the Department of
SoCiaf Wel/Zere'ef:the',State of Vermont topian forthe
Federal administration of-the proposed
component-:.Of this:project Mill be to develop a model plan
for ejay.:'care :Under FAP and to expand theYday':care facilities
throughOut,the State.":Tnia agreementlWill provide funds
to support'thdperational activities required to implement' ,°
the model plan..;.:

BACKGROUND

The national welfare'refOrm measure -7th&";FamlI.y.Assiatance
ACeofI97,0" which provides "basic: benefits to7.l6M-income
faMilida'Mith children" and-eMphasies"incentives for
employment Of:meMbers of such-familiea" will., necessitate
,massive ;deVelopment and expensiOn of -child care services.
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Existing facilities'in Vermontcannot begin to meet the
present child care needs of those,'AlsIFCfamilies who
automatically become FAP recipients-. The demand for child
care will be even greater, under .AP, 'as present estimates
indicate a significant expansion of-child care needs'aS
working poor familiei are aided under' FAP. The timetables
for full operation andthe overall'effectiveness of the

[

reform program will .depend on how quickly and expeditious10
a wide variety of child care facilities carObe-:,gfanerated.

Thus, the" pbbi.em is to plan,Themonstrata,' evaluate and
develOp a model FAP child care system whichwill'O.
cognizant of and'responsive to the needs of children of..FAP.

.

It is envisioned that the product to this effort will be
a system of practical alternatives which can be exercised
in' a community--given,a set of defined situational factors-
and which, when implemented, will quickly result in the
provision of adequate and sufficient child services
that community.

III. DESCRIPTION'OF.SERVICES

A FAP day Care planning staffwill'be established to develop
the Model FAP7Child Care service system for Vermont which
can be utilized in determining national alternatives for
effective operation of the Family:Assistance.-Plan,.and to
expand the. .day care facilities throughout, the State.

. .

Throughactual-,OPeration..of.Child:eare prograMt in the Stat,
techniques shall be explored for:the rapid_; development and'
expansion'of.. child care- facilities. OPerational-prOblems,

-jn terms..of agency our grOup.deVeloprilept4LcdOrdinatibhf
-staff training,: program management.andpoljticalOr
community will be well documented The research.
and-innovation personnel - -with the aid of the Operations:-
staff7willdevelopand. teat-innovative:solutions whichWill

overcome,. anticipated AdministratiVeoand pro-.
gram problems which might arise in an overall FAF:dayoart
systeM- .

.IV. SPECIFICS OF SERVICES
. .

'

1. The Department of HEW will contract with the
Department of Social Welfaref

i-:aorthe te of
Vermont, for the development of a model' plap,:fdr'
federal administrationvof FAP and the State
supplemental and adult programs, the development of
a model FAP Child Care Serviee system, expansion
of;:day care facilities and a baseline, surVey of
potential-T4P recipients. 7- 7 7

tin
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The Department will have responsibility for monitor-
ing the funds provided by 0E0 for the day care

-operational component of their:contract. '1!o assist
the Department in this responsibility, an advisory
group willobe established under the chairmanship
of the HEW PrOject Manager to coordinate the work
df the various agencies potentially involved in the
Administration of the Family Assistance P1-an and
hence in the performance of services under the
Vermont contract.' A sub-groUp on.day care will
advise on policy issues, in this area.:

.

2. The contractor will establish a FAP day care
planning. staffnto carry out the .inventoy
planning ..aspects,of.the model FAP Child Care
system. It is ailticipated.thatsemeataffing
needs for the day care component can,be drawn
from existing child care expertise in' the.State.
New'staff will be'trainedtto.generate and support
local day care operations where needs cannot be met
lbcally. Consultant services wilt. be utilized,
particularly in the area.. of 'Research and Innovation.
,Close contact will ,be maintainedApetweenthis.staff
and the planning, unit to insurethat=the.operations
-staff have sufficient inputinto theplanning of a=".
model FAP Day Care System. ('

-

. . . .

It is_,:understoed that.the_cOntractorWill,,.delegate...,'
-responsibility to the State-OfficeV Economic,
Opportunity-for.: the adMinistration.eftheday:Pare0
operationsComponent,' The State-.CoMmittee7,-
whichhas...responsibility. for'initiating,CoMmunity:.,.coordinatedchild pareJr all_childreTvin;the State,
and,thua,,far.has been inatrumental. in:the_esta6lieh.
ment_Of Title IV programSinNerMOnt-by;cirganiiin'g.
local-"umbrella" groups thr'6Ugh'Which' DepartMent.of
Social Welfare-moneY. channeled-7Will(seryeas.an
.advisorYgroup to the State. 0E0 Director. and, staff
for.day care operations.. A-portion of the actual
operations wrioney. will-be -Usedte demonstrate the
potential efthe 4 C concept in 'starting and._
operating ,day care centers -or homes across Vermont.

responpib-lefor
assistance itPlementatiOn of other demonstra
tien- projects to be defined. at .a later-date,:
An SEED, representative will work 'closely_with.the

.

planning unit -as required.,.

Although the 'Contractor wiri.l'Oeveldpinternal
evaluation prpcedures.snd.ponduct-an ongoin4
evalUation dt'the:demonstration'project it is
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understood that HEW will subsequently conduct an'indepeneent evaluation of the Vermont project through
contract With another organization. Specification of the
objective of the day care demonstrations, the design,,-
of the evaluation study and its relationship to evaluation
of manpower and services demonstrations will,beAeveloped
by 'HEW, 0E0, and DOI,: HOwever, the evaluation will focuson:

(a)'how quickly child care resources are
developad,and expanded;

6,
(b)howjesponsive the child care system. is to

the needs of childrenntl their4,amilies,
eligible'through FAP;' and

(c) how effectively the .adminisqativepechanisms
,operate to facilitate these activities.

B. What services will be performed?
u

1. The formulation of administrative procedures fdr--
.,developing and managing a-system of, child care
.services in Vermont.'?7 Defining' these procedures

deveiopment-of the --following keyLI

eieMents:-

(a) Agreements with the Department of Social__
Welfare in regard 'to-tne-7&a-n-gferOb

r.s responsibility for distributiOn and
,monitoring,of Title IV monies, and the
,14icensi,ng of all day care,eacilities int 1

(b) An,agreement.ivith the Department of Social
Welfare te,continue its Title IV and_licensing
resPensibi:dities until suGh time as staff can:
be developed within 0E0 and 4-6 effectively

.

assumeSuch responSibility. The transfer,
should occur-no later than September 1, 10(1.

(c),Dafinition,of,,a.State-policy-regarding:the----
distributiov-andcootUThation Of i60i
Federal monies for 'day care (FAP)
existing Federal Monies requiring'1Ocal cash
ana commitments .C12itle
policy' and will of
particular concern in,the_.short 'range.:.
bp-pratiO*,ai phase of'Nermones,ida. care
program."'

IT
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(d) Related to the joint fundng'policy,
,

procedures must .be designed to insure that
equal services are provided children in any
one center or hoMe. 'For, example, since FAP
monies provide for medical and dental
services and Title IV monies doonot in
Vermont, the problem on integrating these
Junds'at.the' operational level must be
resolved.

6 , , .

or
0 .

. . ..,
A plan t expending the day care Operationel funds
will be jointly agreed to by Federal andState agencies
before opera,tionscomMence.. (,,r,

2: On the basis of the inventory Of:day care efforts, -

(specifying,1types of'eare,. groups served,.
.

identification Of gaps in,services--prOgrammatically,
and 'geographically) andthe baseline survey of
upotential demand coVered,by the day care planning
,p1-1se, target areas for immediate concentration of

° offorta-and specific ..progreMneedstmill- be. reviewed
. ,

and expanded. 'Long range goala'will. be-set.
With ..the FAP day care-planning staff,day care
operations staff will define program priorities
and priorities for the''distribution

.o_f

limited
day dareaources within the State',,

__,
,

. . .

3..-Developpent6and-impiementation'of-techniquep-to:- '-.,,,,.
j.,:- gUiekly'generatenterestn-local day care .programa

and to provide'actuat assistance in the fOrmatiOn
and,operation of PrograMs..-,Or\e method,,.elready:_.,.,
used,on a limited basis, will be further evaluated--b ,

that'of establishing- a'network of,program-developers.
wha.are5capable Of,providing public education'efforte
regarding'nds for expanded day care,services,aa
'the local leV4,increases,'Cther , techniques "s\
requiring less'eelling"efforl _can be effective,
i. e.,.a grant program, a-centra4clearingOuse

- fdr, information regarding, the:,,.dte"ofFAP c4iild
c-''' . care moniesand recommended adininfsrati "''a

prccedures. .-..
. .

4. The-development and implementation7of a system of
..

.administrative services, training and':technibal
assistanCe,-for-staff-im,FAP-child-care'pregrame,_,;-
Program content and tecEnigues, management

f c,

,procedures-and, ataffodeVelopment will be included..
Actual traininT.and technical-assistance xespon-.
Sibility may be assigned to cooperative State or,.
'Iocal---agendieS 'Or-developed throughLtheFAPchiid

...-.72

ca. 1.e: operattons -.staf f .. !c.,,

''s )
.. ,

N's (I

9
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5. The design and conductof Programs which
dentonstrate new ways to provide child care servicesin the, State. Such demonstrations may include
(1) the development of satellite day care homes
staffed by .FAP mothers around a nuclear 'center
where educational materials 'and staff services areavaila'..)1e; .(2) the innovative use of f"iStiiing ETV
,prOgramming for, children homes and \c sntcrs
acrossthe State or the develcipment of ETV programsancti ,I. accompanying educational materials for children;and (3,) an innovative transportation system forrural child care programs.

The development of internal t=,valuationo procedures
for assessing the ef L',.:1'./tiveness of the operatingprograms and the state - wide staff itself.; It is
anticipated that standard reporting forms, will bec'
developed which will meet State data needs on FAPchildren and provide a basis not only for assessingthe effectiveness of current programs, but,aid, inthe projection of future services. Periodic reviewsessions,in the operations staff will serve topinpoint subject ,areas Jor increa,?-ed comMunicationand coordination, a'nd geographic iareas for
concentrations ofr7ef fort. Field experiences will

,e fully documented and analyzed as necessary to
give the planning and operations staff a clear
picture ,,of what'WorkS' and doesn't work in particular.communities. ,,

When the day.care program is fu:11,y. operational
twelve to efyhteen ,mon4

for the clay care operations will-Aoe 'transferred
from the, State 0E0 to an appropriate agency, agreedto by State and Federal agencies. First year,goals

() are now direct toward the establishment of filIty
(50) new child Care centers and 'a network of hlid.eare'llomes acrossthe('state.

Experience has shown that one of the greatest
barriers to establishing a center or home that meetsthe licensing standards of the Department,of Social,Welfare is the lack of "seed money" 'to meet the
costs_ef_renovatIng....the aVai.)atiie facilities and to
purchase necessary equipi::ent. This agreement thus
provides S150,000 in "seed money)" to meet the start'up costs Of new` child care facilities. The costs
were estimated on the baLs of an average of $2,500pee center ", for fifty ty (501 new centers, and ,$500 per
home for fifty (50) new child care homesPc.

kr

'C)

ri

'4fA.z.i.,-A44,4-4.--444E----",



- 366
,

A total of$834,330 is provided.-for the purchase
of child care services over,a' ten7mOnth
period (.less than a full year's- funding) is
required' in order to allow time for the day care
unit' to become -operational), At an annual cost
of $1,1600 ,jeer child for full time care, and
$600 per child for before and after .school care,
these funds would purehase,437 full time day 'care
spaces and 501 before"and' after schoo] spaces.
In addition to",the fundsprovided-by...0E0,
Title IV monies'Lin- the State will'be_used to
purchase day core services forT625children at' an
annual cost Of). $1,248 perchild-and before and aft:,r
,school or parf-timo services for .j00 children. at
,$600 per child. Theday.c:pre operational, staff will
provide thedevelopmehtal, .adpioistratime. and support,
services,for both theVitle IV. funds 'and the
requested child care'and seed grant funds under. this
contract. A \

Reporting

...

.

1. ''The-.1-IEW Project Manager will'Submitquarterly-written
' progress rep'o'rts to. the 0E0 project:Manager 'based.

on repOrts'preparedby theTAPDaV.,:Eare'plahni-ng
`Staff:and,--the -stat8-'0ffice,of-.Ecedomic'Opportunity;--
The:necessary reporting..desiign,,er framewOrKfOr
these reports; .devetopod prior to th'e-firstoreportj--

subject the -,approval of tile Off° Project,.
Manager...,

) The HEW Project, Manager wile sdbm- wl'itten,advicei 1:
Of significant developMeneS'tb 01;0 -as such developMehts
occurs

3.
0.1IEW

Project Manag'e'rManag'e'r will _prepare "a summary
final report to.00coVerng theactivities during
the course of thisAagrbement. The reportwillbe

`delivered to 0E0 'Within one month of the completion
of di'f.4:Work covered. by this-agreement.

. $idRVEI74ANCE
.

.

.

''OE6 iwll. have.. theobserve -ilkfaspects'of
work called'for.herein and to cond or have conduteds,-
an x evaluations"de6meti;hecesary.

b.

Vt. FUNDING ,

z--0.E0---1411-reimburse,the_DHEW_forc_)li_aPrual direct costs
incurred by-the ppEw in the,performanf,q of the wor11.

. .

hr. -
O
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1/1covered by this agreem:,nt, provided that the total amotit
to' benfuaded by CEO will not., exceed the estimated cost of$1,034,332. Thi6 estimated cost covers work to be
performed, during the:remainder of FY 1970 and in FY 1971.,
0E0 will advance funds to the DHEW and thereupon HEW Q.
will contract with the Department of Social Welfare"oof,,.
the State of Vermont by June 30,`1970. ReimbUrsementshall be,_ requested by using Standard Form 1:08:1 :Citing
Appropriation 7500571, program Account 05031'832 (20),,
This form shall be submitted to the ContractinT:,Officer,
0E0.', citing Agreement No. If the work
called for herein cannot be completed within the estimatedcost, OEO will be adviSed as soon as _possible-. It is
understood by-DHEW, the Deparrtffe-ht,cocial Welfare forthe State of Vermont and'OEO that no, additional OEO funds
will be:used for this project.'

BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR DAY CARE
OPERATIONAL COMPONENT OF VERMONT PROJECT .

1..PrOvision for Consultant Services

Research and Innovatiofi

2, PrOvision'for Seed Grants

,5A:enters X S2;500

50 Homes X.$500

0'

"r 0

$ 5o;opo

3. ChildGare'Servicen

'437' children full time care X,$1;330*

501 chiildren in betore' and after.
sc1-1'&617ifare

-.TOTAL-.

583,832

vy
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\PROJECT MANAGERS

The OEO project Manager. for this agreement is
He has full authority to represent the Contracting Officer
in connection with operations under this,agreement, except
that 11(fni,s not authorized to issue orders which change
the work to be perfOthed hereunder -; the compensation, or
the period ofi:TerformanCe. ,

The fiEW Project Manager for this R4reement is Joseph P. COrbett,
Deputy Director, IncoMMaintenance Research and 'Policy
Coordination, and he alone, or hia' delegatee, is Authorized
to represent, HEW in relationships with OEO which pertain to
the provisions,. or cost of thiS agreementcor HEW's performance,
underoit:

IX. DURATION OF AGREEMENT.

This memorandum of understanding will become tgfectiye on
the dat&when,approval has b:een subscribed ,h.ereto by
represent'atives, of both the-Department of Health, Education,
andIWellPre and the Office'-of'EconoMic Opportunity,J,
remain th effect through June 30.; 1971.

(t)
U

____DEPARTMENTOE_HEALTH EDUCATION :,:OFFICE-OF-EPONOMIC-OPPORTUNITY _ -

Dyl 'By:

Title:

:Date:

7-1
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Agreement A00-0042

APPENDIX A-3

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
(

Betw4,n

THE OFFICE OF, ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

and

THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND. WELFARE

4,
'

, 0
L7'

This agreement i*!entered into this 18th dais of June, 197'0,
between the'OffiCe-6f.EcOnOMie Opportunity (hereinafter
referred.t.9,-PEO.)...and-the-Department of Health, Education
and,Melfare (hereinafter referred to as HEW).

(I \.: WHEREAS, 0E0 and HEW.haVe the authorily to implement a project-

, .

==.....,

;for the development of a model Family Assistance Plan Child_
Care l'--.lrvice System; and

'.,

,WHEREAS, 0E0 agrees to transfer funds to HEW pursuant. to
Section 62 (h) and Section_..232 of the Economic Opportbnity
Act; and

WyEREAS,,HEW,agrees:to be responsible for monitoring, and
ccovnting for all funds provided by 0E0 for this project;

1! di

r.

_,L.NOW THEREFORE,- it is mutually agreed as fo,d8wsi .f q. 0

-1.

(

and carry out all,..acti3OhS necessary-fox
successful. cOmbietion,of. this project;

.

contribute additional fund0g.tb this project
in the amount of $775,000;

11

a. Insure that the requirements of the Economic
Opportunity Act 'Which apply to projects fuhded',
cUnderSection232 of the Economic-Opportunity
Act are met. This includes, but is not limited
'to,,,the-xequireMents contained in Sections 232(d),
:242-24,3(a)(c)', 6,03(b), 604(2)-(3), 610 -] (a)
(c) "and 61,I;

0
b. In accordance with the terms and'conditions

, cOntainedoin
lAttei72of_agreement_between.._

0E0-and-HEW,.HEll
contract, administer, , monitor, make airange'rients
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d. obliq'ate.fdndsfor contracts under this
project priJOr to June 30, 1970;

c. submit Standard Form 1081 citing Agreement
No. A00-0042j1pprepriation No. 1100500,.
Activity Code.BA-1,and Section 232, to the
Director, Procurement Division, OEO, 120D -
19th Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20506.

2 OEO will:

a. .reimburse HEW for all actual direct costs
incurred by HEW in the Performance of work
covered by this agreement, provided that
the total amount to be funded by 0E0 will
not exceed the estimated costs of $1,034,332.
It is understood that OEO will `pot reimburf;d
HEW for any ,costs incurred in excess of the
estimated dost,of $1,034',332. \

3. This-agreementffective) as of the date first
shown above, and, Wi'll,romain,in effect ,thioUgh
Juno 30 197i.

...

0

it

0

0FPICOOF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

BY (SIGNED)
cr

v Ralph A. Howardo:: ,

Director4 Procurement Division
o

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE,

LiBY

iti

(SIGNED)
0 John-C- Montgomery

-,

0

TITLE AssiStant to the Secretary
and' )eputyAssistant
Secretary,; for Income,
Maintenance

M;1
vt,11-Mittl,TRW20.41-
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Appendix A-4

1.112_afj!.-.2m

Legend

1 ,-- No direct operating responsibility
C/L = Contractual. and Legal approvals
D = Policy .Dedisions
$ . = Money
--B-- = Bills
A-23 = Payment Authorization Form c,

I $ 1 = Checks to be signed
'\, 0k

(1:) .Vermont DSW -receives:1110 and 0E0'
money from SRS/HEWcdcpositedj.n. State
Treasury .for handling.

C and 0 =',, Experiment and Demonstation'
oVOCD .= Office of Child Development

USW = uDept. 01 Social. Welfare
VDES = Dept. of Employm&nt .Security

.

VDVR. = Dept. of. Vocational Rehabilitation
0D/HEW. = Dept. of Health, Education and

,.-

Welfye
020Ep"__

F: Office Of-Ec nomie appdiquhity
. ',lc)

SRS Social and Rehabilitati.en Service
FAD- -= FaMily_AssistanCe Plan' , . : ,i-)

,

JAL . ___

0

0



0

0-
APPENDIX A-4

-..- THE SYSTEM ,, --
VERMONT MODEL FAP CHILD CARE SERVICE SYSTEM - F.Y. '72

(/
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APPENDTX 13

LEVEL EXPECTATIONS OP PAP
FEDERAL flILD CARE PRE -TEST

APPENDIX 13 -1

ISSUES BY CATEGORY
A. PAP CONCEPTS

CODES ISSUES

0

(I), If and how Vermont followed-up PAP assumptions?

(2) oflow 'are PAP priorities recognized Or aChieved?
1

(2) Is the PAP 'plan replicable lesewhere?

(5) What were the HEW objectives in funding the
Vermont pre eds-E?

n.
(5) 'How close did Vermont come to achieving IIEW:FAP

objectives?

(5) Can PAP-related elements be separated from
"usual-Day-Care"?'

.(5), V.!hat Will the'stUdy produce that Will be. "useful ".?
How muCh_ Cannle_.gen6ralized-from,Vermont-"Modols".?

(.3) Re operaticps 'how was the, system.'"supposed"
to morIc - and ,hoW-qlbe's it?

A,
(31 What'areHthe OperationaD/roblem areas ?.

(3) 1) Why should the State provide child care serviSces?_
.... _

(3) Is "it a labbr prOgram or a..childo development
program?.

(.31( How valid is the "plan" for operatio ?...'_.
p

'
,....

3) -- How- were7the-.,.s Ites._s elect ed-.1--Afid-pla
nned?----.-------------._ ._... _

(3) yho makes' the decision';: regarding categorial
'.,.'Xpenditures and CalofOntrols supply'and,deman& for
sei.v ices at the , loca

uiriptV)h- hi Id crr, is -a
hoc ,...7ompo no nt -o f=weItar ..I r'ef'orm?rm?
Can we state bi* as .:t-hvpotho,js and test it..

0

1,1,461, 11...t ;--;v -./,,,,
., .

(7/ .



APPENDIX P-1 (continued)

(3)' Can we learn why people are:on welfare - and
therefore determino. what are need's, and effects
of efforts to meet them?

Do Welfare Departmenti: rene,nt (as punitive) the
mandate to Servi-s for vorkii.,!
mothers? "

(4)

(1): 'the planrng op'E,,raLions ralated L. FAP
:(r.,ining and employmen.t ne:ds?

Vermoni' is not:''a gooC, i.'ia:Tto study, er92
expetionS of,this pretest.

DAY CARE SERVICE DELIVERY

Hcw :,:ffective 'is the service

-(1) 11ow hasfrchig.d-carejbedn'-cSpandeol?

(1), What new have resulted fpm inVerMbilt?

-WhaI are the attittdeSid)elationShips,
among :and between Vermont_ efficialSand consumer:;'?

(1) What is the potential for 4-C?

e(i) Is a viable concept?

(1; What is the' relatioh,,of the 4-C concept" to- the Child,
-Deydlopment Council (CDC) concept?

-(1) HoW,do people perceive 4-C in Vermont?

(3) Can we separate refdrrals and child care facillt
_ .

),.cep centers filled--regardless?

(3) What are the eligibility criteria for 'parents. and
children ?'.

s: :the'sys;em `responsive?

Is it possible to achieveguality control? (Can every-
one "ever agree" on i.ndit,tors?)

r.

4tritiy,i0,*N*§0,

4;5



CODES ISSUES-

(3)
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APPENDIX B-1 . (cOntinued)

Who are the Day Care Operators? BoW dc..i.. :unction? 72

How hired? Recruited? Trained? Supervis&i?

.(4) If we want. innovation and Creativity, can a jle
-0

"model" do?
\
\

(1), What is Vermont'.s potentinl in Child Care delivery?
\

C. ALTERNATIVE'MODELS

. CODES ISSUES

(1) What are th'e .referral processes and'decisions related
to types of .care?

(2) there day care for school. age children in ar:hools?

(2)

(3),.

(4) What are the most convenient day care types and
loca.tions?

Can,wa prepare a "laundry bag of tailor-Made services"
so parents will seek out.optional(aerVices to meet`._ _
needs or wants?, u

'Did Vermont SOE0 "in fact" carry out its, contract and
develop a range Of serviceshave they 'explOred"
alternatives_and experimented? v,

What abouthandi:-Capped adults? Are their children
eligible, too? What. about handicapped children?

° (3) Are children's meeds taken'into consideratIon?1

c3rT-Wh-dr-7ipthe nee-d-f Orcht]:dOare:?:-Whatflab-out7-
emergeMcies or temporary child care?

Has home care been upgraded and available?
c-1

What` kinds of child care for what kinds of children?
.

(3)

(4) r:, What arealternative forms of day care to meet
of working. parents?

D. 'ORGANIZATIONAL` RELATIONS

CODES, ISSUES *

(l) Whatois the nature: of various
to the program?;

0

fl

fl

(1

0

agendies and their input
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APPENDIX 13-1 (Continued)

CODES ISSUES
,

(?)i, Have"' they -"ignored" Federal regions?
' (Title PAP.

,_,

(2) What is the working relationship with DOL and VR?

(1) What .1.s:the attitude 'of general purpose government
toward this pre -test?

. o(3) Who gets what reports and hOw do they use them'?

-(.3), Is the Labor Department going to "buy" services,
Day. Care, and other? How will this work? What
about the non employable poor, since these are
HEW responsibility?

(3) What is the irelatiorlhip.(betWeen?),Vocational
Rehabilitation and Day Cael'needs?

---What -are obstacles to .getting people te work
together? Spedifically',.:providerSOf services?.
What.are the incentives.. disj L lncenveto.:,_
coordination ?. .";

(3). . What-are the various 'types and levels. of integration
.

-in:

a.) planning?
b.) funding?
c.) coMprehensiye service centers?

(assuming integrated services),
iknd what are the critical variables?

(2). Do the regulations help -'or -hurt; in- local planning
and operation?

(3) Will-the pre -test provide enough information for
the writing of Federal Guidelines-and regthaeions?

.. .

.....E. ._- _.MONEY

CODES ISSUES

11

--------------

(1) Hew were the rate2schedilles, payments for. care at-
:. each -s.ite,.,developed and:::Applied? How tested?
How Working?

.

.

(1) .What has, been the cost to Vermont for day care?

vt, ,
:MA ZO:N VA".45:e. . .
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0

\ ...

APPENDIX 13-1
_..... (contisqued)

0 1 .

%

' 4
. (2). Can wd set a description and evaluation Of. theof care? cost

(3) Is someone developing cost eivils regarding the
relative efficiancy/effectiVeness of categorical.'
vs integrated.serVices? .(Number, of pdbple, per
,capitatcosts, consumer /provider sa).isfaction, etd,)
Y.

(4) Is.Vermontsing $1600 - as /a maximum figure?

(2) How have fee, schedules beenhiandld?

(2) Is someone developing a description and evaluation
of fee schedules?

(3) -What are the cost-benefitl'and cost effeCtiVeness
ratio's for child care? ]

commt4iTy

CODES ISSUES

(2) What 4s the typeand.extent.of community, input
throdgh 4-C?e

.

*Is

Mr. Whet is the State's'cbmmunity organization procesS?

How-real is thetponsumer involvement and hqw does it
work?

INVOLVEMENT

4

(3) Did the parents.want Day Care? And What is thAir
ongoing involvent7 Do they "turn over" their
children.or what?

What were the roles and functions of local' groups?
( 2)

G. MISCELLANEQUS

CODES ISSUES

(1) ...How does Vermont develop priorities?

What are the overall problemd_in'Verffiont?

From the baseline'a; has the family structure',
been influenced by this pro gr a m?- ,

"

What Gran dma?

k V) .

.

.....

44134.4
r.
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AP4ENDA.B-1

0

gt

(Continued).
V *

Since. there is no more minium age for
rehabilitation progranfs, a family can have more
assets and not 'necessarily be on welfare.
'WilL the Vermopt experiment tell usmuchabogt
such things?

Will we get effectiveness data on early childhood
develoiNent? ' '

.H. jTIME

4

P '
/- -CODES ISS.1ES

. .(1),! How were regources.'deyeloped andused in a short .

time ..

(4)' Is it possible to prOsiide individualied service
and still do lopg-range planning?

r i

(4) ''How does chird care get delivered for OFP in time"?
What is the impoilaQce'of rapid response?

,--'

!

.

. ... ,
V

I. RESOURCES.
,

_

,.' .O
CODES ISSUES -

(2) Can we get q descriptiOnand evaluation of resource .

development? 4' s ft.

(3)., At the State'end - how can resources be increased
and used? , .

(3) At the Community end - ho were resources4used by.
local people?

ie
ft

z

ry

J. LICENSING

CODES' ISSUES' 0

(1) What is. .the process and .what are' the decision-making
, criteria for home. licensing? . .

. 1
: __,-.-

(2) : What about waivers for licenses?e
f
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P

4PENDIX B-1
I

_ (3) What were all tHesteps in the
certification ofo_acilitiegr

.

,

K. ANCIIZ SERVItES
;

. , 1.___
cns...ISSULE,

lcontinued)

licensing,and

(3) How,Closely should family services be tied to .

Da/ Care? Has this been considered? How? Shpuld
.referral servicO be all-inclusive?. .o

(3) What medital treatment is p?ovide.2d and how?
haw financed?

And_

a

r

et

'V
.

a
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APPENDA-B-2
. ,

.FEDERAL.LEVEL EXPECTATIONS OF FAP
CHILD CARE PRE-TEST

MMARY CHART*

a.

r-

q

ti

1)

CATEGORIES.'
'(:).6C0(2)FAP

:HEW,

,

2. ,

9

1

.1!,.
.

2

'2.
.

.

1

-.

2

3-

2

,

i

,

,

.

(3)0Tfth:

*9

. '4

41.
. 1',

,:

;
..

r'a
6'41.

..JI.

3

1

r

* ; .

2'

-,

(i)DOL

2

,

2 .
.

'')

(5)O1'

.- 4

II

.0

i.

T6':71.
.

17

'1'.1-3 .

11

11

.

7

5'
.

3.

3

:3

2
-.

/

A. FAP.Concepts

B. Day.Care Set-Vice
I Delivery*

C. Algrative 41,

..ribidels' -,,,,,..

D.,- Organizational
-Rela ti,ons.

E. Money'

F. Community
' InvOlvement

4.
.

G. Mi.sc.
: - . .

.

r.
H. :rime

- ...
.l

I. Resourced
. ,

.f. '

J: ;Licensing. °

t.

K4 A ncillary
.

Se4vfces

Number ,of Issues

0

.0

#of Interviews 20
. ,

4,7,3.14 2nd to September 30th, 1971)-,

y.

lee List in..Appendix B-2.
0

.

0
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'Appendix D-3
Urricikor olo Otividopmant

' Deb omboW 1971,

.

CARtTntR'APPRAISAL CRITERTA
Ii

1 . A

1. The caretaker must be legally exempt from. State of,Vermont Lic6n-
sng Regulations; i.e., she (ha) does not Care for:childrenfrOm
"are than two families other than her own:

.4

2. The caretaker must'provide evidence that she ishealthy.; A.a., a

phvaicion's.statemeht: A tuberculin testshould be .given, and
4-C'eAightarrange with the Health Department for thetest..

3. Jhe caretaker must provide three Character end experience refer-
onf:os which.will be ChecKlid by'th4 DSW; suggestione,,
one at least should be from parents%Whote childre hove been cared,

,for by. the carotaker; clergyman, sbeiel'workell, b her employer, ate.

4. "The caretekar must have e phOne in her home, or access to e phope
on the same floor in the building in which she 'lives.

1 .

5. The caretaker must. know how to rbachparents:in case of children's
illness or 'emergencies 'nn.d have general instructions from them or, to
what- tb 'de in an emergency. It seems safer fioth a liability point
zof view folr-the caretaker to write the instructions given and have
parents authorize them to act in emergencies by signing the pdPer.,
We could pro-Vide assistance by. making ajorm available for this
purpose.

6. The caretaker must have tasie first aid supplies and'a posted Sheet
ofbsisic safety.instructiona. - 4 -C and OCD r teuld provide.)

7. The caretaker should have access to a vehicle and driven for medi-
cal or other emergencies.

.

. .

.If the heating source for the house or e artment ie one easily
acceseible by the children (exposed oil heater,- exposed radiatorb)
the caretaker must specify for- the approving agency at the C of

385.-

V

the home visit,, how sha intonde td brotect the children. .4-:O's

might make. Fire extinguishers and instructions f,or their use avail.;
atileto each caretaker.

running w ater and toilet facilities.'9. The home met haVe
' .

10., The caretaker must have access to-facilities fdr hot meals
for the children.

. . .

.

-
ll. The-caretokor mast keep basic recordson the children for billing

purpose6; (The agenCy will provide instructions, ettendance ahente.,
and billing forms.)

.
. .

.
%,,

.
.

,

co
,

12. The daretakdr mustebbrage outdoor play. If a fended-an area is
, .'not available., she will not leave the childrew4insuporVieed at any
'time. ..:

,

.,..".
.,. .

,..

. .
. w

13. 4-Chl must negotiate a,centrel liability: ineUrence policy for child-
ren with oaretekare. . r .

?lb .
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Office df Child DevLopmont
Doy CereOparations, Unit

143 State Street
"Montpelieri Vermont

w

511871CCI: Caretaker App.rafsql.CritorL
. ,

.

tb.romae effective. utilizationof the' Caretaker Appr'ai.

. .
. ..

l. Tho following Caretakor'fteproval Syatam has been debignad
t

sal Criteria and create an.orderly and effectiVe procedUre.
.

-.' '''..

2. The alrscinnel policy sPeeks'to the determination of who is
.

rtsponsible for what 'and the ultimbte responsibilityto
the'Officthof Child PeValoament.- :

3: The materials and equipment requir'ed for Caretaker - '4 I

ApprOv listed as basie.and-minimal,

L.: The pf .arquro.tnticath to the area 4 -C. the manrfer'in 'alien..r.
. .

the gross interest regarding Caretaker ApprovalAsMandled
0 and with all the subquent approval information and docu-e
-

I-

_bents. % . '.-
.

.... . 0
The'poliby articulates` the:philosophy,"'purpes&s, and hoped-
forrgeal,s which result from the working7bf the system..

.11



1

Personnel

, .. .. .

. . e

The act PI nnirig Director zr someone rof similar executive
duthprity sh 11 be Considered the person +charge of the Core-

-7.ta!ier ApproY 1 SysteM. 'He. shall. be reaponi;ible for ,the.zpace,

materials, equipment, and other zdminiatristive.pecegsities.

.-- He may within znabling'cirdumstan ces .d legate the ar.tualwork
and fOld ossipMents for addrevin.g Careta ors t others. 'The
r.iletlonship r suitiu t;11.11-be.thet.0 ., aervis f th e

Approing Syste nti:he-ls .responsible forrthe'personvn-3 per-
sohal. quantity.,\uaIity; impartiality, acalradV, and equitable and
prdmpt-servIces, q over aspect of "Caretakier Approval.

..

.

,He'shall beiltiMatelyrespineible.for.! pthe 'documents-roduced.
.

(--.
.

- .
. .

' through trid.Caretker\APproihg System bdito their safety and
availability. .-He-haf3Ontresdonsible. to!.,:he OffiCe efChild.Dev
clopment for whetwer reports or ihfblimation is rehuested.ophim.

\\.1

regarding Caretaker Approval:, '. . --

.1-

The `field' arson

. .

- 387

'SYSTEM

0

should 6n chosen by hith,.in reSpect to tH4r
abilities to be faithful to the dis7.karge of, their duties with 'bin-
siderable respect' to 'their ability'to be. AlpartAalOo i'ecord
accurately, and,flave a sense of the;responsibility and'Wbrth of
their'affectin proyidfd.g chijdreniwith proper. services'.:

Field personnel-sho Id be requiredte.have raasonEble conyealL
Sational'skills 'and int'rviewihg ability. TheV shl4d de able to
cleariy'and.conciselg do ument'and 'record antitipatIoef of thdil
records review, infrirMat: anal Lontents,:and.evidlince of ream:U:19.k.
for:the;final.apprevalda isiOn. ' '

keterials. and Equipment

. At a miximum the materials should include:

1. Inde>5 for the recur i.ng of the-naMes, addresses, and..
other pertinent info mation persoff9 Who'inquire.
bi- are contacted; abo i.Car.etaker,A0drova-.

.

An index of all perzo s, names, addresda, and.other
pdrtincnt forms whe h 'ye mode formal, application for
approval. 1

3:' An index of names, add asses, endall pertinent infor-
matidn of-a11,:persons w o are approved.'

A Caretaker application for is'required aid shallbe st6pdard
within each 4-CJurisdiction, so hat ite receipt will be quldkly .

and. easily:identifiable for what it.ia, thus easuring.the'most, .

prZmpt..and..dellberate attention.
Y

'N.,

5
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,

.ivic'u7l ..arHtskt.:1 file relc:ors !..,a,§t be estab/t shod. Co'. i-lIct:.n;; an'U
.7,n..11...Ccn.t.a',.9:31I.-a,-.-,cumeritatler., ctrrrf.-.;mhcien-ce,`,---:,,-,P1..:,. catidms i reZer'ente:,.; r:-.5.alI otnar-' lafo:-..mat.an whi'd!.-Cm ay au .,4,ro.qui-,i-..d.,qi rc`t4.-tied. A brY:af nis-oory.of..all: y.isitatioris -;11311 also r

6'12 tr,ziint aine.q. noting ba,tas, thenc,-,es in`layograin. ieques tad ; .oper,s,tiUiCa:,-.-.,;...;:51.90.oreasl, .arid all other portipVnt infotocat Yon.; regardiiPt1 visi.,taIN.oh.s.-.'
I .....

,

.ii;,-,51,-....aau.:e.,.

/. .
7Fo procedi_ite'l L',Pell ;2-,pPante.5 that. :..,;i.1 reqUests fon calls i.Vezz'tion"pf4 intoresf.,..e.j.Irl,osity or, -the ,actual

rIppl'i±:at,i.a.)n, for .appKovi.il on ll,Pi..'recorded and g' lien
thei.1-",:eqiitable share of attention rega.rdlbsu ofthe orkgib t p intereec...

'?
he 'screeninc.; of the", ifiitial

inle'rest.at.,,,,any leVel poll 1.nciAa/
..

the -4,opporIuniti IC y-4,-; consideratiorr df the-O.viteria for app,,rovar ., I ',
py. th'e interested 'try and the aahsidRration- of the intereofed.party by the apprav

.,

r.: . . ,
one proc,ddgre.

an.,,opportunIty foa= -theparson to -1,.e.prn. about Lie require'Ments of approyal bbfb.r.:E;tehin-Kormatien an.6 investi6ation is begun. .The aroCedyra..s--iould:allow for thd dis\engbgeoent of; `either .Party when it -appearsthat i' is in the best: ivte ast of bot.h:,partier.
..

0.4S
- The prooedure shall go.11,-usual chr.poology from the in-quir`Praapl.i.cant, through irivestigat.onto .tje decision' to great, or denyapproval. , ,

. ....

The ta. .s, or: the, approval shall bt given in il;;it;i,n,g..to -*the ,--.-.-
. cpp.goved ,p....rt:Apn ,-td.gether with any statemen'ts tafah . make in,e;,..aperovpi.tonditioral- or the' :.terms by .which approval .would be a.74s cirldeti:. f :,

. At .each corresponding juncaurn. of tiren,-..-7.;-rronefib9y- from..-i:-..cuirythroun granting or' debial, thp aparover.f.mUs.t. p3ace in .the' ce':,.,..3: .

6 repprc;
substantiating inforMation.ran0, dOcuMentd.

Thp:.poaeduz_4.=..--willt-,-uarahtee:' filet !the documents andreasons' far -,'the final, -judgnient...-pri..,c'ede-sb the' declaration of -th'at :judgment and-ina. -0,acgment or thedenial 'of placement- of children in the hdee.
,,

-
. . .. .

.. The procedure will incorpcirate -a...Means:by whiCh all 6::.tare.ii.,:,-lam9c which \h,elye -exceeded the exeniptiobs for licensing bp-,,,natti V', ed -,
.m. a. ml: .C'huir oPets'or.

11c-on:ling .-and erboOested td a ly. -for lic*Hblm;.'
-.- A copy o.f..th .t- est.r.h42 blesent to the. leen:sing Unit of wp.Cif f4ii.r ..of: Child De-ve.. rent,, / - .,_

:>'-,HoLicy_
.

. .
- .- r 1 Z . . ' '.

. .

,
. ff

The policy SF. Caretaker Aoproval;shall Ile to, fi_ith-er. compliment,tn.e. existing .SupportiVe sserVices .to' familie;,.,; 1-irough-dw care, tp`'1.!'''
engeQd:Jr. cuoperntion rather -then comaatition.withi,n -iie..oey care.-- -I,
system, - and to. p'1..6mote'

1:he -3..rns of th..-..f. L4-,C concept and the pusitivP-.family. values Of -ticia children, it -intends to%Seivr'ca.
'

.112.. .
.._\

._,,,
..,

4

.

.,..,

,

.

.
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APPENDIX

VRMONT'STA E 0E0 DAY CAREUNJT

RAF,.
.('COPY)

REGIONAL 4 C COMMITTEE
- . .

. . ..

ADMINISTRATIVE-GRANT PROCEDURE

V °

.
.

A..-VurpOse: ThepurOos:, of-a. egional administration grant
is to assure efectivecdordina on and management. of.a°

program, of community coordinated 'child care 'program%planning
within a given region:i-inmost c ses, within a county area.k
The funding of at least part of he administrative duties at
the regional. 4- levelsutilizing,appy6ximately. $p),0.0 in
each.region would serve to: .

1. enhance the implementation of admihistld'EVe
. standards.

' \
.

. ...

-2. demonstrate the ability of a regional 4-C
;'immittee tc plan and develop local .child
dare'programo under'j'APrand Title IV. A
regulations regarding.eligihility, payment
or services and tee schedules. . i

. . . . .

'., Administration of the prograwill insure
that technicaf.assistance and resources will

'!.dentified and made..available to local ° .

-child care service providers. They will
insure that public. and private agencies

-,..

are aware and u. ilize-a systematic referral
. ..:_____;_sy.stem...-6:+s-igned -t-o7-identify and' certify

. .eligibl,.. child en;. counsel faMilies regarding
-. child 'cae..:po. sibilities, place children and

evaluate Ole placement of-al Children.
.

.. -_,,

.nentify,,eaucate and. nroillparentri-c4:141,5._
care programs. .

.

.

-----
. .

.
.

.
.

. . .
.

5:, Coordinate with child care. operators,State
offices, and 6ffgenizatient to inSure.the

,f- successful development of services to meet
child care needs in the area.- .

r

OvexSee-and--ctier inalu.the-diSbursement of
funds to promote,operating efficiency.

O

0

;

1;7
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7: Increase the effectiveness of 4-C at the.
local level.

B. Definition of Grantee: The grantee is the,Regional,
Co inanity Coordinated Child Care Committee (4- ) in, those
ar as where'a regional 4-C Committee is incorp "tea,and
presently 'under servicp-contract with the State fice of
Economic Opportunity: .The grant period would-be for one year
based.on the assumption tat the federal funds would be
available for th period,pf time. However, in the event that
federal funds Were not forthcoming. the giant would be
cancelled on a thi -y day notice.

c.

C. Api,l'ication Procedure: The requestfor a izegional
administration grant must be Oepared'and.submitted by the
Regional 4-C Committee to the State Office of Economic
Opportunity for approval. -The grant request for funding should
include the following:,

1,. A work program detailing the pbjectives and,
planned activities of the administrative
staff. The requestshould be consistent
with the regional-4-C development plans and-
pri6rifl.es nd should afford a sound basis
for funding.

2. A copy of he work'program hudget together.
with job. pecifications far pOsttions to be
funded. p draft budget and job-specification
is attac ed).

3., ,The request shoul to the projected date of
'operations and should e received by the Day
Care Operations Unit in State.C.E0 at least
thirty days priok to the tarting date.

4

D. Approval and Administration of a ant: . Upon receipt'
of..the.funding. request, it will be viewe by the State
Office of Economic Opportunity. Af er app va4 a contract
is negotiated between the State 0E0 Office d the Regi.onal
4C Committee which.stipUlates:

.

4

If

1. The period of the contract
operations will commence..

and th date when

9 4
2. The Aegional Commp:teb will demonstrate their

ability toplan and deVelop.local child care
,Programs under TAP and Title IV-A guidelines'
regarding eligibility, payment for'services
and fee schedules,



4 ft.

3, The
.

ThRegional' will ;stabLish.ande:quatt-
accounting system approved ,by Stat6IdE0 with
adequate tprriat-COntrols to "safeguard assets.r--'

check the accuracy and reliability of acCcunt-
ing.data anpiprOMote-efficiency.of.operaLions:

4. In addition, an annual independent audit. of._
the fiscal records will be required.

5. A schedule of payments to be made to the
Committee.

6. The contract may bp termin ted if Federal
funds were not forthcoming for the full period
of, `the' contract, failure t94 fulfill .the
obligations of the contract in a timely and
proper, manner, or ineffective or impLTer
use of the funds provided.

The copies' of the contract will be distributed to*the

following:

4

1. The Regional 4-C CommIttee, which submitted
the request.

2. The State Office of Economic Oppor_unity.

3. The State Finance Department.
x s.

4. The Program Developer in the respective areaa.-

,.-EJW/jC
0

.3,

tt

1
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Bennington 4 -C
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Appendix 1 -2

Vermont 4-C Committees

Mrs.. Claire O'Leary, President `of
the Board, Bennington,Nermont

`Central.Vermont 4-C: 4, Joseph McCarthy, Planning Project
Director, 7!ontpelier, Vermont

Champlain Valley' 4-C PatJewett, Child 'Care Services
Coordinator and Coordinator for

andlead Start Director,
Burlington, Vermont

Lamoille County 4. - A, Katie Naylo r, 4-C Chai&oman,
RObert Dwyer, projectiDirectbr,
Reed Cherington, Chip41 Care
Program AdMinistratorl,
tiorrisville, Vermont

/

Paulett Rartrick, PrCilject Planning
.

-pirOcto4J: Mart aFen, Child
.Care. Cobrdinator
Newport, Vermont-

.

Rutland ,- Betty Ferraro, Pro ect Director

7
Rutland, Vermont

Northeast Kingdom 4 -C
7

'Windham 4 -C

Windsor 4-C

1

State 4-C Committee
,

O

Deborah Ravennathairwoman of the
:Board,Jcaff Griffith, 4-:C
Admi5istrator; Brattleboro,Nermont

Virginia Lancagter, ChajrwoMan of
the.Board,.. Nancy Briefly; 4-C =

Administrator, Woodstock, Vermont

Daniel Holland, Chairman
Montpelier, Vermont

S
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Appendix F'

_Sample .Day Care Sites

Name

ABC Day.Care

Arlington Child.
Day C4re Center,
Inc.

3. Allen's Day Care

4. Barrow's Satellite
,

Home.

Pennington. Child
ay Care, .Inc.

6.' B noure,/Wanita

'7. 'Bessette', Evelyn E.

.8. .Bradford DaysCare-
Center

Brattleboro Child
Development, Inc.

10. Blow, Sarah M.

11: 'Br'stol Day Care'
ter

12. B-ROC:Headsta4t.
Day Care Center

13., Brown's Day Cafe

14. BurlingtOn High
School Child Development
Center

15. t'ardinal, Verna

',Child Development
'enter,, Inc.

17. Coldliver School
. .

1"8. '-ss Mountain
Kindersefidol \

. David, Mrp. Geald

City

Barre: Vermont

Arlington, Vermont

Morrisville, Vermont.

Rutland,'Vermont

Bennington, Vermont

peorgia, Vermont'

Montpelier; Vermont

Bradford ,' Vermont we

Brattleboro, Vermont

Winooski, Vermont

Bristol,:Vermont-

.

Shaftsbury,' Vermont

Lyndenville, Vermont

. Burlington, VerMOnt

.Morrisviileg_Vermont.

Manchester Depotir
Vermont

Rutland, Vermont

Newport Center,
Vermont

Northfield
Vermont
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.Name City

20. Day Care Norwich,. Vermont
Center

21./ Edna's Chagnon
Day Care

-Fi.sher, Mrs. Bot t

/23. Graham, Pat
I-

/ 24i; Guildhall Day
'r Care- center

/ Happy Day Child

/

Care Center

26 Day..Care

.
27. Hunter,Nota.

. 28. Island -Pond Day
Care Center

.29. Jack:& Ji11 Day BellowsFal;s, Vermont
Care Center

'."

St, Albans, VerMA

Vernon Vermont

Springfield, Vermont

Guildhall, VerMont

t.

Waterbury Cener,
Vermont

Castlet6, rmont

.

Springfield Vermont

Island Pond, Vermont

30. Lay,'Susan M. Wilmington:yermont
4'

Little,Rascals' Burlinbton:,, Vermont
Day'Care

321. Lyndon State College Lyndon, VerMont'
Day Care Center -

33. Maple Tree Row .East Dors e,,-Vermont
Pre-School

34 Morde; Ila.

35, New Betty A.

36. N2urgian, Wendy

37. Pstrowski, :Suzanne

4 38. Parker;' Mrs. Mary

39. Pafth7-G1 ady's

40. 'Randolph Day Care

Morrisvilke, Vermont

'Brandon, Vermont

Moscow, -Vermont

Bellows Falls; Vermont

,
Rutland, VerMOnt

Hyde Park, Vermont

Randolph, Vermont
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Name

41. ilobitaille, Louise

. .424../SeuthcrettPlay..1 School
1

43:-/ Springfield FaMily
/ Development Center

44. 'St.-_JOhnsbui-y Day
Care Center.

45. Strong, Mrs...Susan

46. Sugar. Maple -Day
'Care. Center

47. Thompson:Day Care

Vermont Home Care
Enrichment Center

. Williams, LilAan

50. WindSor Family'
Development Cen.ter

- 395 --.4%

4

City

Newport, Vermont

Burlington, Vermont

Springfield, Vermont

St. Johnsbury, Vermont

Brattleboro, Vermont

"Rutland, Vermont

Hardwick,Vermont,

Fort Ethan Allen,
Vermont

\4
Wolcott, Vermont

;,3i.ndsor, Vermont.

we

'10
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Appendix N.

4-C Written ComMunicationg

The' Tollowina is a consolidated list of materials issued
bythe 4 -Cs and the agencies which received,them:

MATERIALS ISSUED TO:

Memoranda
Director's Activity Report
Finandlial Report's :

Ex.lcuive Board .

=1

Evad.uation Committee r4 .4?.

Policy Committee and /or Board or.
general Public. .

Statistical Reports-MIS SOLD
(0CD 101,102,103) '

.

Reports re: Policy, Struc-
ture, Staff, Problem .

SOCD, Centers Universities

Areas, Statistics
;Quarterly Reports General Membership
Minutes of Meetings Boara Members \
.Reportson all 4-C . - SOCD - -

Activiti4s
Federal Ta Report, Federal Government

The following is a list
and issuing,,agencies:

t.

of materials recrtived by-the 4-Cs

MATERIALS
. - 12ECEIVED'FROM:

Regulations.
Legislative. Newsletter
Membranda.
Reports ,

Policy & Procedural
Guidelines

.

Reports
.

: No ices of Conferences.
'1143rts::

c.

..

Reports re: omplaints
/and problem situa-
tions

Reports re: '4-C meetings
and minutes

'Reports re: Changes or
ideas

.

SOCD . .

SatelTC'Legislative Committee .

:Sites
,

. .-,:

SOLD '

SOCD

COOKity
Botton Region-HEW

. .

Child DevelopMent Council.
From ail.parties-invelved in Crisis'

situations :or exPert'sobserva-
Lions of situations.

Other 4-Cs,especially RtAland
. .

.

Day Care Centers

LICD
April, 1972

a
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Appendix 0
- (COPY)

DATA COLLECTION-FOR THE OFFICE 9F CHILD DEVELOPMENT (VERMONT

Ali:data ccllected filethin the. Office bf Child ,

Development and. will be disseMinated at_regular intervals to all
4-C regional offices. It will be the responsibility of the
regional 4-C offices to prbvide on -going data relative to the
status of facilities under their jurisdiction. It will be the
responsibility of the central Staff of the Office of Child Develop.
ent to provide a gynthesiS of the. data colleated for use by 'all
the*4-C offices as well as the birector of Child Development and.
state and federal agencies.

Form ocp-101

Purpose: To provide for the 'Office of Child Development an
on -going chart of the operating status'of all
contracted facilities.

Reporting:

Form OCD-102:

Purpose: To provide a' general profile of the client (chil0
opulation from. the viewpoint of age, sponsorship,
ours of cafe in'a given facility, ,in orddr that
planning programs can be developed'so that they will
be relevant to the client and so that atrue plc-

', ture of funding patternscan'be seen.

State: This form will be completed in detail by
the_ Program Deweinp- init ial
'reportage period'(January 4-14).

Regional: .Changes and/or additions and/or deletions
will" be reported by the regional 4-Coffices to the
Office of ChildDevelopment as' they occur (see the
attached 'forms for a sample of.this form during the
prygoing period).

. .

Reportage:

, Regional:. Prepared monthly (from billing items).
by the 'regional 4-C offices and submitted to the
Office of ChildDevelopment.

. .

State: Preparedmonthly from regional forms by
the central staff and submitted to the Director
of Child Development. *

(NOTE: For non-subsidized clients, the facility

A
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should be regueSted to provide the information

required. The.fee cars system, descried.later,
/ could be utilized,)

.

Form OCD-103: To provide a.true picture pf the flow of clients
through the systems to' document reasons for break-

down of the lsystemp and to .presant,the initial

,
problem list. .

Reportage:

Regional: Prepared hi- monthly with a summary
sheet (the same form is used), submitted monthly,

to the Office of Child DevelopMent.

State: Prepared :'onthly from the regional forM

subMitted to the Director with all supportive
ddta including those forms preparqd by regional

4-Cwith comments
...on the operational problems

noted at the.regional level, and., other problems
as.noted by the central staff.

Goal of the Day Care Operations Division of the Office of Child

.neviqopmeme:

-

.113asLatilsh---and-mai-ntainaehi-Idcarn-dalivPry system, consistent

with the standards establiShed'at state and Egderal levels, in

support of manpower training programs and work effort aflow in-

come families in the State o.f VerMont.

Role Definitions:

Program Developers:

1. The synthesis of 4lans for the allocation of childcare
funds by region-considering statewide application and effects (7),f

rsuch regional allocatkons. Recommendations to'be prepared from

data collected through anon -going description of the need,s, and

assessment of the administrative capabilities of the region. In

line with that, the establishment of perforMance:criteria for the

'regional 4-C Agency, i.e., development of resources in conjunction

with, the demands from training programs, DSW and the working
community; the maintenance of the funds disbursement matrix; the

monitoring of t3ie reportage system(and.dOcumentation'of the prob-

lem list.

Provide,management training under a program established by

the Training Staff.
.

0
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Training Specialists

.1. To'provide technical, professional training programs for field
staff, statewide and through participant and. self7evaluation tech-
niques assess those programS as to relevant content and.quality of
presentation. These programs will include staff development pro-
jects, prOf6ssionar problem semi!nars 'and the making available of
literature relevant to the field. PrOgrams along:other lines will,
'be established...-. ,/ e

,. . . , /
,

2: Provide input to business /manager and program developers of
needs for management or .admi4strative training and to establiSh
a program of business management seMinars 'for 4-C.personnel which

?.would be'led by- theProgram pevelopers.
. /

,Business Manager and Bookkeeper: ,

,
.

,,

1, Support of the regional 4-C:office in the continuance of
documentation of' fiscal' matters including fee payment and eli-
gibility. This would primarily be done through eValuatiOn of
material on the OCD-102 and .103 an through periodic quarterly
audits.

2',, SUpervision of regional adminiStration and facility audits
and maintenance of a standard cost analysis system for the state.

...

nQ
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Appendix P

Paport from Vermont orn, April, 1972
F:I.D.C.R. Program Quality Assessment

PoporL f rnm Vermont OC D , Ap r ,.-1-472

Vermont Office of Child Doretorment submita the fol_lewin;, report
on the oViteria'establis'ned for the program qUality assesbment dated

.1/1, 1972 and the agreems..nt to the. criteria between Mr. Sam. Granato,
i',!;;;;;;;ror.e, Dr. Joan Babbott, and Eileen Sio.dman.

The results and inforration gatilered by the instrurtent from the
on-site field implementation of tho in.atrument must be viewed with
certain reasonable and le.,:itimate restraints.

Chi- f of tho circur.stances surrounding the instrument is that it
w.is developed in the Vermont Office of Child .Deve)6pment---with very little

out aide consultation.. Training in the instrument'3 use in its
infontatiOn gathering functions -hadf.to be incorporated Jac:can already
heavily .incuMbefed work schedules O1 the Vermont Q.C.D. Staff. .

The results. of the scorik; of .the. instivrnent are clearly related
to the rules laid down in the_criterin of January' 14, 1972 and are most
,sev-:re.1 A litCral- intcs.rprotatior. On the, rule Sol...scoring is a simple

.rass fail,for7r,ala which equals the lop% or 0% dor:ands of the criteria......
This means that. failures. ,cotild.ancl,,dictoegur.'-..at.--99%1-544 -as-Wo,11: as
,.-f,:i.'-'co'npliantej"but .that all scores less than,100% have been noted as't

This severe testing and Scoring criteria multiplies and exaggerates .

the significapce of any reasonabloihuznan error stroll as unresolved
controvorsy and interpretation of"the rules, the intent of the inatrumatnts
qUestions and the evidence code,' to unusual consequences. It leaves

-.no room for .a Usual or reasonable instance.of error. One instance of
error in one sectionef the entire instrument is enough to flail the w:iole.-.

'Every 'effort within the' option of the Vermont O.C.D. Staff to give
the Evaluation Instinnaent an honest implementation was made and achieved.

T'ne instrument contained the- very -same weaknesses of lack of clarity
and vaguenesses-that the' F.I.D.C.R.. Requirements contained. Any uncertainty
in the._,reSults whiCh.. result from the failures of .the F. I.D.C.R. Requirements
should not be peen as failul'es of the instrument or the Verment.O.C.D.
Staff. Attention is, called to vague,words such as "normal", liappuspriate"
and even a regulation which does not-define -anything but simply. says "and
oLhov". .1

:lie Evaluation. Insbrsent is' a :Angle doeument that did not 'speak
to the differences of maturation of the services it tested. Being 'tt.
single test instrument.it required the sam,e level of performance of
services hardly born.ap it did to these in early infancy, and inVerment
no service is more than threo years old.



'3

.,

-2-

- 414 -

The instrurent then can onlybu seen. as an iriicatien,of the .:a cure
of the stren(:tna and we:ilinesaes of the da er:ro fne,litic%. 14! eva:ualed.
rather than an vitinately precise and definitive preciaion e,wept
that its tolerance in scoring was unusually critical.

. , .

In Section.1 of tae report you Will find the .3-1.-cple"relationsh'i7
of the number of facilities that passed f,iled Co tlit, r(sf:d.1.

-number (.4f. .facilitict4. evaluated.

this section also down the tcitals into t'a,.!
definitions of day cer.to ociiities eva1utircm4,.

For identification only and not to co use the Federal'Interal:e.-Iv.
Day Caro Requirements. definitions, we havS used two definitions,for
CaroHomes. One definition isAPprbved Homes, which under our law aro
not licensed and operated under an Approval Criteria an:. Licensed Day
.Care Homes.

The other two definitions..are Croup Day Care.HoMes and Day Care
Centers. .

. In Section. 2 of the report, the instance effailuro for ivtrti,u1.;ir
sections of the Hequirvnts are given. These are trohon down
into thesame four definitions cf '7ttycare facilities mentioned abcve:
In this section some reasons are :.resented 6 to :Why, facilitie:; are not..

.in compIiance
'0

. .

In Section.3 the use of the evid&xo e:do is shown. the number Of
times a-particular. code definition was .es,:d shows its numorical

This sectionexpresses that numerical significance as it reiaies to a
percentage of a total.

- Two tables are used.. Table A-shows the totals for the. entire torthltiation.
Table B shows the individual totals for each topicalSection of the evaluation
except the Child-Adult Ratio Section.

6
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I
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SECTION 1
15 -

r, Total number of all day care facilities evaluated 55 P7u:.13 I,

1741.1 I

B. Totals by definition's of.day care facilities.

1. Number of approyod family day care homes 4 Fast;

Fail

2. Number of licensed family day card homes 18 Pawn

Fail 1

. Number of Group. Day Care Homes

,Number. of Day Care Centers;.

.0
li



4.16 -

FAIL :46 I 9 ah'

Totals-by definitions ofda\ere

Scores for. evaluation seotionz
ti

Approved Family Day Care Hox.cs

PASS

FAIL

SS P1 ES' HN'

18 1.8 18 a8 ,,",:*1 S 18 .18

Flt

lh rt.

2'4I 1 16' ,7 t 7

brute for.eValuationsectierLS

Group.Day Care'HOmes

e,
0



a

TOTAL

PASS

A

0

SECTION 2

S SS- P1 ES '-ER iitt

3 3;. 3 3 3 3 3

2

FAIL 3

.,N.;

4: Scores

DW_Care-Conte-rs

I

2 3 0 2 0 .0

1 0
1 3

for evaluation sections

A

TOTAL -30

PASS

FAIL.

9

21

S SS P1 ES ER HN: R
. .

30 30. 30 30 10 30 . 30

28 214 22 J_:22'110 17

1

6

. -

Symbol Code

A = Administration

S = Staff .'

SS = Social Services

PP= Parent Involvement,

ES = Educational Service3

''ER = Environmental Requirements

HN = Health Nutrition

= Child-Adult aatios

4

8i 8 20.13
N

' -2-

917 -
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Total 4 Aliproved

..taLcnnonto ir.Lt.:::cs of failure tooici.1

secicno.

A::mi-nntrz-tion
. .

::.ne had -.4-ritccn 4dminiotrntIvu politico.

n tralnin:: to t eir ottff or
...recd to ,

. 1:mroo'haa no taff to
in t40 overall develop rent and public.v of dny care poliO and
cr000durei,-.

o care-taker uithi.n all' four hc:non-had' had a pdridoio cooe..omcnt

tacir ph!isical,ana.men;al co:.1potenco.

Servicc

O

rorovod Homes did 40 :,;4Ac.....ce to
:'to

th.

';- for no ind':Addual di1C. niternativeo, roither
14au th'Ls ty :e .r._

\ .

naa, nose.i.o the sild!.5 adjustrimt
to dny cnreor.

0-
1.

3. ';_rent 414

r,ne 'Arpro':t.d Hcrn did not.glvn n:nnonabl oppertunityfOr paent'.
to participate in or observe the child day doxe program.

5. Educational Services
1.

/dl' four Approvc:d Homo:: raj :Lod .o asoiro,c,ducatioa41.opt4niti es.
to each°child by assuring t. ,:_t the eduCational activitieo wore \

calplrytsed by trained or c".:,:;riencod per6Ons.

-3-
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1

.1

2

: ?..

c:Ire

.J 1. for for
Dr eat..n c.-.11..

h4.0 4.2.;
l.

L

.
'

...

plopirr rtutritional con;ieltal..i...4n for
:-:

Total 1J icc:.acd

r7.ily Day .Caro

2tat3.7..aLu ,7%::tonceo of failure within topical
t:c

licer,uko hid 'no written admitiatraive polici: a.

.2,...n doi4010144,1`..6
'of policicu

had, no iTitten discrin.ination statc-zient
ra4rclinc adrlievion to. the proeran.

1.:o licensed' ho= i:,a3.provided with aceeptWThrtraining prograiro.



/

7.1..:-staff of c?e 1:censcd ho ::.e had no T.B.

', .1: 420

I

'-'11,;c7,:-,:fcforlelicc,r-1.10.-.chadhadr.07.1c,clicion
fu.- staff.

3. 5entcc..;

licenLod hc:uls did not offer anacCeptable plan to c,ntinti3y
az.r.Lns the children's adL'ast7...ent injhe day care program

f=iit

Parer t involvet

One licenJed hone had no significant contact with parents.

5.. Educational Sorvicen
\-,.

Toli.ve lice%nod hcr,e:;'did not -.5.:ltirc cauCaticiacl opportunitcs

to cach child :by placi the,ed:.catio:lal activities uric.. :" ge. supervision end d'....iectiOn of a staff eider trained or'exa-ienced ''

in child develop_cn,z,.

,.

In adeitica, throe of t..: z.1-,ava twelve licensed homes did no assure

that the -peb?le in direct ca.::: of the children had had train ng or
demonstrated-aSi4ty in worrith children.

Four licensed ho:..::: did not :::.ve either tcyes, games, equip:ant and

yaterials or bOolrs.

\ .

Four licensed hoa.s did nau hava,suMcient educational .C.T.i1,..,:n and

materials to be useful and prefitle to the intent of ';t.:.: pro,,:ai-a.

,c

*--.4

3. 3.

(

\

.
.

Three licensed hones did not.provide an acceptable ,d prozra,

4

...vIronmental RequireTaents
\

,--
. 1

-iiicend homes did not have. tree ondor:At of tht:,7,.;:proi:ratc\
'',TUbliic,Saiety..or Sanitarian Authority. .

. ' \

,;.' ,
.., . .

, ,

T4re
/
o licensed hems did - -dv.::,,an acceptable plan for isolating

.- an ill child:

-5-
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7. ::ealtb-:;..ltrisaion

of tl:e 1iccr. d 1-,(%mca ess',Ircd that. each child in day care

' dental, medical-and other health evaluations.

Fot.x licersed.hemes-did not assure that the child received dental _
ens mcdical care frcm hny source.

To licenaed he, -.e: provided no daily ansessnont for illness of .

each child.
.

....no licensad he.:.es had no t--hinin in hazards of infection and
acci::enw and hc.-to min'imiz'e these.

Six licensed h7:-= hnd no acceptable plan.foractien to be taken
if a child isin;urcd or',;c,ecams ill.

Six licensed !-.cmCe did not assure trot each child had i=unization
appropriwuo for .'niz. a:;e. ::

', ..

. .

Eir.ht licensed homes die. not havo on file an up-to-dato'compehensive-
health evaluation on eapachild nor was 't: n'e any' evidence that this
service was. being Prev-'4.ded to-Ohildron by others. .

- . . . .

.. .

Thirteen liCersed homes had ne proper nutritional consultation for
nonu preparation.

Five licensed honks had no proper nuti,itional consultation for meal
preparation.

8. .Ratics

One licensed hone exceeded the Child-LOult Ratio.

No licensed homes did not meet staff requirements.

Five .licensed homes gava no phone number with which to reach
.:.C.:7:10n who is to be. available for emergency assistance to the

,.home.

E .3roup Eay.Care Homes

4

--Total 3 Licensed .

Brit.f.;;Lmmary statements regardinz instances of failuge wifhin topical
vsectiaas.

-6-
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0

L.

Cr1.; 1-1,4.e had atc W2.. .n

Na grd.:;.,hc.me

1.1.Lvu no 1

of nor intom2 T.00ple ir. r

One f;';,.;.,' nur.e Ya.C. Ili. nen; ."

c:ovvlopment

112,mc

acme offered no
r.,.lculat child:

EaadaT.ien..: a'

in -t.ane 1 a-,11 7

roe;., tr ca.r:h

t ho or. . wrir L r v tra inod

or nY.P7.77=;-;

who dil-eetlyer:rt cev oz-

in wor,in: witn

One gro-.:;. home did. teriah, for ude,...itienal 6;:velepment

aatl creative exprc7af..!-:.

. One troup home had no endon,cm:,-!. Ly 3am2.,.ttion

ion,

CLA.: 170111; home provided 4.:Indon f an ill child:

'Health-:;etrition

!:.1 anduned that the chil.:.7en roccivud-all nec,2:.sary
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Ono group ,home had no accuptane plan for ::-' tc.'..:,e ta]kcn

. if a child is in:;ured or becomes ill.

One grcup home did not assure that the child I. -'_ate

A immunization for his age. ',--,

._ ..

One group hone did not'have comprehensive health e.._,--,..on..;

Onfilo for each child,'
.

.
.

One group hone did not have proper nutrition consz.,.1::., on fcr
. menu and meal preparation.

Total 30

F. Day Care Centers

liri6f:summary state;i:ents regarding instances Of-failure within. topics
sections.

1. Administration

Thirteen/centers did not have adequate written administrative

, .

d Eight/centers did not have a method of selection and recruiting
of staff that gave priority to welfare recipients and otr
low/income people.

. /

'gine'contershad-no-schcme to-allbu-staf-to participate in the
development and publicity .of day care policies'and procedures.

SiX centers had-no written nondiscrimination policy regarding
/ a child's admission into the program.

. . .

Eighteen centers offered no appropriate training to their,staff.

2. Staff

One center's staff did.not haveT.B. tests on file.

One center did not have.a policy rcLaraing anill staff mekl.,er
not workingan-the center.

Social Servides \,

TIo' -centers :.ot offer counssli: and glance to help families
. determino-the a2propriatenez of care for a particular child,



V,

q

a

SECTION 2

- 424 -

the best faCility for a particular child and a possible alternative
to day care.

'
T:ro centers did not have planned parent' donfeences to assess the
chil:.s adjustment-to day care or his family situation.°

4. 'Educational Services

Eight centers did not. have toyes, games, equipment and material or
books, insufficient quantity to be useful and profitable to tho
intent of tho program.

5. Environmental Requirements

Tao centers did not have Public Safety or Environmental inspections
and endorsements.

Six centers did not have a proper.isolation plan for the'ill or
injured child.

6. .Health-Nutrition

Iiineteen_ceatells,

Nine centers did
on file for each

Five centers did
and meal preparat

did not offer dental, medical., and other evaluations:

npt have up 7te-date comprehensive health evaluations
child.

not have proper nutritional consultation for menu
ion. c

7. Ratios

Two centers had staff which did 'net meet staff requirements.-

Three centek.did not have a peliey which provided substitutions
for ill Or indisposed staff members.

Two centers had an unacceptable mix of.age range of children.

To centers had croups ochildren which exceeded the maximum
allowable for age group.

Nine centers exceeded the Adult-Child Ratios.

-9-
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USE OF CODE SMCrLS

TOT,ILS--FOR ALL SECTI0:5

CODE " 1 . 2 3 4 0P..°: T. TOTAL

6'1OTAL .1/79 1 848 1:-LIU3D I1/7

% .1 29% j 17%] 20% 311%1 100% .

. TOTALS FOR TOPICAL CTIO:
. kit

1. AL::-.,:::-.E.TP.ATION

COD 1 2 3 4 GRA'..1D TOTAL

'TOTAL 677 0 J 149 572 1,298

% j 52% 0% 1 4% 10Q%

CODE

'TOTAL- 429 4

.63% 1%

3 14 GRAND TOTAL

33 i. 214.--1--486

5% j 31%1 100%

3. SOCIAL SVICES

CODE 3 4 GRAND- TOTAL

TOTAL

.8%
I

0% 1 14% 88% I .1c0%

p 364 1 . 413

PARENT iNvoLvEram

CODE 1

TOTAL

4

2 3 14 GRA:1D TOTAL ..
-----.

190
1

1 251 q
1

75%1 100%.

0

- 425 -

21% 0% 4%

5. avcATIon.T., .1EavicEs

CODE 1 2

TOTAL I 1/
3 4 vRAND TOTAL

561.

100%

0 1333 114

O'. 77% I 20%



,

6. ENVIRONY1.22AL REQUIREMENTS

CODE

TOTAL 62

11%

SECTION 3

2 3 14 GRAND TOTAL

343 1 5187] 196 I 1,619

52% 1

A 1251 100%-I

7. HEAL%rd AND NUTRITION

CODE 1, 2 11'

TOTAL 1 225
.

1 18 514 j

68 %j% j 30% .0% 2%

EVIDENCE CODE

1 Written 'Policyc

2 Valid Licensing Docutents

. 3 Observation of Evaluator

It = Statement of Day Care Staff

..a

GRAND TOTAL

100%

- 426 -



- 427 -

-
STATE OF VERMONT

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM PLANNING

I WEST STREET

MONTPELIER.

OS607

' May.19, 1972

Mrs 'Eileen $ dman
Lea.de,ship. In-st" Lute for. Community Development
2021 L N. V.
Waskington,_. r ?0036

I

Dear Eileef)
, .

I' ve reyie( ed the revised version of the eval nation on report on
the planni g phase of the Vermont Chi.ld Care Project and would
like to off r sore comments oh. the findings. .Wiii1.1..find the
urge to exp ain and justify why we did' things one way rather than
another quite strong, I hope these comments reflect my efforts to
suonress my biases. ,

.
.

.

To put what follows into perspective, I want to say that you ma a
good job of unraveling a tangled skeiii of fact, opinioh, emotive
statenents and fantasy. It was a difficult job, and I think the
need for this 1 ettLe e7-attes ts _to the complexity of the task.

..
,,, ..--

I thl rik. your comnents about the absence .o f a "pl anning des' i gn".

are well taken. The realities of planhirig for a. new program when
that program is virtually operational,.together with a 'fragmented
prganizational structure inevitably lead to something mote akin to
crisis oriented planning than a careful methodical appro ch to
prne;rarn planning. Inirry experience, thiskis more Vie rule than the
exception. If we hope to avoid thisprob m in the national:ropgram,
then I believe responsibilities and authoriti6s haye to be clearly
delineated and defined. In other.words,' I would 'regard.the need for
the 'establishment ofthe conorehensiye decision making system which
integrates planning, operations, \and evaluation (as specified in
Recommendation A., 4, p. 28) as bei,ng a necessary prior condition for
defining program goals and hence. the planning design.. I believe the
recommendations would be strengthened if the reguiremot for a
comnrehensi ye agreed uobn decision neking s,ystem were Cohlighted as-
a basic Precondition for the entire effort, Easier said than done,
of coo-se.
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I naturally experience difficulty in accepting your judgment that
the Operations Plan does not describe a day care "system." I
will certainly grant its limitations, such as the pbsence of a

) systematic evaluation plan and the absence of a defined slat of
alternative-courses of action (although one could argue that such
alternatives are probably best developed after operational experience
rather than s)efo re) .`, Nevertheless ,' the Operations 'Plan (ides define
the basic program parameters, namely, eligibility rept..:renrnts,-
procedures for fee collection and billing, the types of services
provided, deli very'sYstem options, and a detailed set of.operational
procedures to support-the manpower project in (Wain gton-Morri§ vi 1 1 e
before the 4-C Committees were operation& in those areas.
Subsequently, 'interagency referral procedures were' further defined.
The Operations. Plan was c rtairqy viewed as a flexible document (as .

indicated on the first-pa e Of the Plan) and reflected our best
judgment of what appeared o be oPerationalli sound at the titre, the
Interim Guidelines were also. regarded as a Ilmihle'wOrkinn, documprit:
and a contact person was named and a procedure for inputs from the
field was defined in the "Guideline's in order to enable OCD to inurove-r-
upon the interim procedures.

FurtherMore; upon conpletion of the Operations Plan,-which met the
innediateneed to have the program operationally define"d, -regional ,
development goals and budget allocatiOns were des-ed based on field

. reports provided by the operations staff. -Ideally,' this should have
come- sooner, and hopefully will in the programs.that follow this one.

Our differences as to"what constitutes. a "systyn" may be semantic,.'
in which case, 'sore cl ari fi catton' as to the meaning of the term .i n
the 'report wduldbe helpful.

At-several points in the report you indiCate that the survey data did
not include. information about existing day care costs and utilization
and was obtained 'only for a relatively small POrtion of the population,
namely FAP eligible and near eligible families (p. 35, p. 74). In
fact the survey. included .a:$ubstan ti al. amount. of data on the costs' and
utilization of day care for all Working mothers, not just the low
income' population (see pages. 34 -94-of Volume V of. the Vermont Planning
Papers., Repoi-t on the 8aseline Survey).

The evaluation report -Indicated that "rather than starting with
families'..apd their needs, 'the pretest.nlanner-si (including Mathematica)
assumed needs based on data manipulation and available .federal .funds."
(p. 90). The'data that was being "manipulated" AnclUded. observations
on labor force participation, mandatory.registrants for manpower services,
estimated number of volunteers, for training or employment, and the.

,participation rate in FAP.- The point of that effort was to give us a
-fix.on the likely upper limit of demand for services.

7
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\tla-y 1.9, 1972

The' data on existingutilization of day ,care'revealed that 97% ofthesexisting.Care arrangements for al 1 workino mothers were eitnerfree or protective care (babysiSting).- Overall, 891' of the motherswere satisfied with their existing care arrangements . At the sametime, hoWever, 50% of theworking mothe'rs indicated they wouldutilize developmental child care facilities if they were available(p. 86 of the Baseline Surveyfolume). In short, an analysis of theexisting patterns of 'day caH utilization reflected .the inadequatesupply and, possibly, a lack of knowledge about' alternatives, ratherthan a preference fora particular type, of care selected out.of arange of possible choi,ces. The fact that half the working mothers
expressed a willingness to, use developmental care indicates a' .potentialdemand welt? in excess ofavailable:funding. To start,. thien, from needsas determine by existing patterns of care woul a be. to project from
a base which is regarded in child develognent terms as .inadeguate andundesirable.

Additional data was obtained on hours of work, children's ages and
so on; the results- suggesting the need for day care facilities atunusual hours-('nights and weekends) and,an eanhasis cin before and afterschool care.. These are two areas diet we hive experienced difficulties
programming fol., although some .advances are being made in before- andafter school programs.

.

The rub, of course, is that the dita.we have telli us .about aggregate,.
.demand.. What_ is needed, in terms of the operations of a particular

' .center,`,1s spetifiC inforrmation on individual familie's ;Which details
the distance of home and job from .a center, hours of work, special
needs of\the.child, arid preferred tyneof. care.

r

In -short, 'we need two levels ,ofdata for day' care 'programming, -one'. to
determine.,how much to bUdnet;nation.ally (or Statewide) and another.todetermine how large ,a-center to establish in, say, Island P.on-d,- Veyinhont.

see-no way, at reasonable cost, .to build to the eggreg'aie-figures fromthe microdata. "Gi.ven: the daterences in levels of data Collection ''and
-Parents' apparent I ach. Of knoWlqge about the. Stated benefits of c01.0
development programs; we. can ahticiPate that ilitiallvve will 'frid thefacilities.underutilized, and as knowledge spreads" .and'our oitt.rF,actt
te,chroiques are refined, we will experience an Ncrease.:in'enrcillmetit..,

You alsoindicated that both rates and demand .eStimate
.

.were based on...the .a,Vail abili ty of fede cal 'funds N. 33,.; 6..90Y, _In- fac., the deMand
estimates in the baseline. survey were 'a rri ved at, wi thiciu:t any considerationof the federal funding `available;, to do. otherwise would have been to...violate the purpose, of the :survey:, which was to deterMine costs andcaSeloads of HO.., .
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Mrs. Eileen Siedman 4 May 1901972

The rates for center care in. Vermont were a cli.ven when' the project
started, up eto S24. per week for center Care. The rate was-pre,,,' l:
viously ettabliShed based on'the costs at one center. ';There-vras
a great deal of enoti on expended on trying, to get the rate. raised to
$30 per week largely, because that was a figure used in 'testi-
before Congress as being. the cost for developmental. care, and as ' a
consequence, is Used when we costed out the initial projiKt propoS .

We resisted 'raising the rate 'on that basis and believed th..at. we -should
develop a .rate nodel, that was, tied to the:level of services proVided.'
Whether this is a 'reasonable possibili ty io_a-prOgram,baSed on
reimbursable pUrchase of services for individuals wi thout building in

. an elabOrate monitoring infrastructure is a serious issue which should
. be considered fn national 0 anping.. -In any event, the rate structure

was not and is not being devised in terns .of projected revenues, but _,...

in'terms of services orovi:ded .. ObviouslYs the number and types.° f /f-
.servi ces. wed be willing to purchase would be a funetibn of budget ./.
constrain tS, .arid so we expected that. the maximum i've.d be willing to--
pay would be. less than what -We'd like to, nay. The goal Was to
stabil sh. a .rate through a .rational process, rather than by working.: ,
a'CkyardS frori be budget::: The recent increase in rates,, for example;
as based on further analysiS.nrcenter expense data. . .

0 .

At several noints you indicate that le.. were't.Ssential ly complying with ..

. federal guidel'ines and decisions rather than-dy i gni riVa program 'to net
Vermont's needs (p. 65,.p. 10 7)4. : Since I. gather this -is' .sorrething.
you'll be examining 'more closely in Volume II, 1'11 '1 i mi t. my' comments
and indicate that at no tine di d 1 believe we were '§acr:i fi ci no Vermont;s

. interests to net federal requirements. I,1,: certainly were responsi ve
to the contract and certain: federal inputs, but not at obr,bivn exlense,

. . .
.

. .

'I said I would try to refrain from justi fication ,;: and so will'..stop.. ..'

I hbpe to have the opportunity to review the second Volume f. the ,

study. before .1 ts.',rel ease .
. , .. .

, . . .1

I'd like to say again:that you were faced with a di:ff joicult b,'
c
and -...

While I continue to disagree with some r f our codclusion and inter-.
pretations, on

that
I think. the report Was a goad one.- We should "

keep /n mind that i f the eval Uatee doei not di s $ree with the evaluator,
...'something'is Crobably..wrong.. cl . ' .

, ... , -.

.

Sincerely,

-' ,'.. L

GOC/pdc..

cc r-Nkli 11 i am S. Cowles, Jr.
. R Joan G. Babbott

Lois-ell in Datta
Sam Granato

,George J. Car agno
Director
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No Cut in Dav Card Em.oUrnent Se' 'n
By DAVID GRAY This f .i-e it r e .. . Writon

Yo)NTr ELI ER Predictions estimates, would care, for I:i0

are that the Northeast 1:ingdom elthdrell . .

ffri,t.m added Vial the Dept.

Comm....nay corddiated Child Ile said OCD has been
of Italtli Edo,...on an.,

Care Committee II.C) will 110 ;,ilaraittced of sense funding
Welfare is not to?6,.nmed with

have to cut ,,,,y of ;ts present taker a new l'amil.....:1sistanee
the , Onmr...,ortionate all.

l:-.6 Day Care enrollees sc Vro..:Tarn rant now pendia:, Ile
.mn);:inpon diced child care

corrim to state Of:Ice of Child predicted enearh money %souk:
servici's ratio ursine. liEW :s

1'),:elopment 'A,CIrl'Operations '1,,, forthc,,,,,,a, ;a die -.,, ...thi.i.,t, jar'diere.r:ISti:.:(1!:It'invehtl::11:ti.in14 a
strong

Analy..:. :SItchact IVriston. ,K,n,i,,a,,,, ,.,,,,, to pr,,,j,: ,.
:Stemt. :rs at I C were tinder the reinsini..1.2.,iti children.

Ile .aid ihat more. .41-

ministrptten I; ..,2,...wa./s liecdeC, to

the impressi.o, at. Tuesday's 'the Noraeast. Nin..,dom
inecli...;. that they would have nirulls al-and Is per cent ..: tb,

estah:ish a 7 "' rant than in
ndminister'an serum -, nrog:-nal.

'in eLt abunt 't of the present dale's pre,,,,l....ol hildrytt :ti ,,

,10:5 to con:;)::-..0ate for reduced foll.Itnie,Day Care 'and receives ; s y s t 0 iii vie sill! hemg .

fundinz.

- 0111e :. ,pA:t, ,, Ow Day c.r,...

2t per rent m the Title 4..5 etal,l.sh^d. .

The Northeast Kingdom : seas !unto. But. Wrin too sand, the Area Day Care Centers had
ori:nna:ly seh,oded to receiv, are,: has ono. throe ehlIdrim. hol,ed Is- transfer Head Start
about iII,.0t7; out a new for. enroNed wider the Irainily children to . tire Tilie Lt..%

mull. based on th. number of A sistan,.e Pre.n.am: pro,grato for ..ay to a....d

eh:toren each Trgion serves. was Ile. said an effort would be
des eloped whter. would rove this made 1- transfer (Ptalit.Ylog

rut truck; at the end of hie fiscal

region an esttmoted $17,./Or
yet,r. Jr. ,I,Phott expILMett
OCR's refusrd to allow. tMs

..s,..04.
'c li i I ct r 7.- n -104` 'the I.-soul?'

.
. ,e .1ssistance Program.' I:. only a proce,lure by sa7iUg OCD mt:it

be eeneerned Altli children ail
small num qber is ualified.

year, the )ch.,r,,,..: would .0ew
the f;!,iire. and OCI) has other .'/Cr:Acta sa,d son: adjustment

,,in-4,1rfundiml, .:uniri he made. plan., tar the surplus money inOCD is requesting S4SOS,:hb
which it fee. ,s necessary to quotion. .

sh, ,,, ic: .,04!,! .)m, neei%ed
toa:r.t4za the level of
Da.; Care m Ver lent. The to pruvidoi da e, cage previously

Neil:yeast kin,;'doni will fare. 'orocnted I.i i;-.,, lle%. of Sueral
Wei.::ire if' piesont DC,I) ;plansbetter tban ...ner .areas under
to take . over the :..,Ip:'ogrz. m

the new formula Or diitribution mater.:,:i.v. ,,.:,.
.,,:11,,I;;',.. t, ,.:5551.6 ;,i rffirevs,of funds.

If there is or new fl:ndin'2.
II:m..sn Servi.:4,s her. Will:a 01Wiiston ;everted. 'there wou!d .. .

have to be C nroll to ent out:, Cel v..:(. s ha, stll, :,:iiet ;11aas'for

across this ;tote.
th.... sm1;:ns in,ney.. :le pl a n s to

.1sk'erl why OCD:, r,pix-se7. tied It 1, the goners! fiimi I.1

tat tee at ale 4-C rth-,;-lth..: be returnec. Or Qtae r agency.

'Tuesday did net ex;dair, these, pitrposes.
new developments, V.'rist on sa.d, .

'5::e' conld nave dear.': it up
if she knew abet it."

Wa:sten decoded what ap.
pears to be a hhth cod'. for
administering die progra.ill by
saying some tems., s'.:ch as
licensing of Jay Care homes.
sh'Itild mkt ate considered ad-
ministr4tion.. Ile' I added that

I, OCD 'Director Dr. Joan Dab-
bolt's salary is likely to be

'transferred to another. hodget
because whe does not plan to
spend much slate herself on Day
Care next year.

s

d.
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APPENDIX :S

DAY CARE SITE

INFORMATION FLOW

Dem. of
Health

Dept. of
Public Viet y

r-

a.

1.

5

0411. of
Education

'\
Agency of \
Administration

Par nts

,-4
AL COmMU°\1

Frequent and regular communication.

- Occasional or irregular communication
Not all people in comparable positions.
communicate on a regular basis.

-N.
Site Advisory
Beard

91;

N
Other Day Care
Site adards

May, 10/7
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Appendix T-1

Leadership.institute for Community Development

Day, Care in Vermont

STAFF

0,!
Eileen.Siedman, Project DirectO? and Principal. Investigator'
Cynthia FaUst, Junior Research ASsistant
L. Jane Titley, Evaluation Analyst,.Consuitant
Arlene Fonaroff, Senior, Research Consultant .

Martin Y. Fisher, Research Consultant
latrYcia Nagle, Consultant
Anita Lurncy, Consultant.
Maprecn Carroll, Consultant
John Schultz, Consultant
Dove .T 1, C:Insultant

Field Interviewers

P,L)scmary Eunner
Penelope
Martin V-ishr
Maxine Freund
Hilary .Smits

Production

Krisa Vick; Secretary
Joseph. Caulfield, Editor'
Stephanie Dreai. Cov6r
Joseph Preston, Printc,r

d Randall

4'

Marjorie Darden
Cynthia Faust
Arlene Fonaroff

. LaVerna Ostroot
Jane Titley

Olga Giiffen
kay, Meliza,
Geraline Crump.
Sarah Moore'.
June Charney
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Federal Review Panel

,Mary Jane.Cronin
Special Assi.stant for

Interagency Planning

;

Lois -elfin Datta, Ph: D.
Chief; Evaluation Branch
HEW/OCD

Vrechtling,-Ph. D.
.,'Research Psychologist.

Office of Research &
Evaluation

Research DivisZcn - 0E0

Joan Hutchinson
Assistant to the CommiSsioner.
Community Service

1,,dministration,of SRS, HEW

Esther Kresh, Ph.. D.
Project, Officer
Evaluation Branch
Office of Child Development.

6 Phillis 'Nophlin
Program Analyst'
Early Childhood Day Care
*anch.

Office of Economic Opportunity
David Graham
Child Development Department
Appalachian Regional Commission

AllenHogle
Deputy. Chief
Office of,Child Development
D /I!EW

.

Sidney Schneider, Ph. D.
Interagency Liaison.
Interagency Pjanning

Division:
Office of:the Secretary
Dept. of Health, Education

st. Welfare
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RESOURCE MATERIALS

BOOKS

Bearse, Ray.` Vermont, Boston, Massachusetts:,
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968.

,,

Bell, '.;inifred. Aid to Dependent Children. New York:
ColurlAa University Press, 1965.

Grotberg, Edith H.,.Ph. D. Day Care: Resources
for Decisions. Washington, D. C.: Of ice of Economic
Opportunity, 1971. ,

Leinwand, Gerald. Hunger: Problems of American Society.
Now York:. 'Pocket Books, 1971.

Mobile Travel Guide. NeviYork: Simon and Sdhuster
Publishers, New York, 1967.

Steiner, Gilbert Y., The State of Welfare,..The Brookings.
Institution, Washington,.D. C. 1971

DOCUMENTS

° A: Guide to Determining CostsOf a C.iild Day Care Center
Connecticut State-Planning Council, Child Day Care Task Force.
.Hartfordit:COnnetticuti December, 1970. : .

0:

Burlington- Morrisville '(Vermont) .Area, E-and . 'D (Experimental
anapemonstration) Labor Proj4ct', FAP Child Carel.Operatiens.
This reference is Appendix-B of the State of Vermont' Day Care
Operations Plan which is Appendix A of the LICD .(Le,;dership
Institute for Community Development) Day Care in Vermont.

Caretaker Appraisal Criteria, Vermonl,gifice of-Child Develop-
ment, Decembet, 1971.

Child Care Program Guidelines and Operating Procedures. Depart-
ment of Health;- Education, and Welfare, Offi60.of Child Develop -.._
menl.Washington,ti.C.,November,19/1.'

i

Economic'Opportunity:-Act of.1964, as affimended (42 U.S.C. 2825),
1971. .

Federal Interagency pay Cara Requirements, pursuant to Sec.522
(d) .of the Economic Opportunity /set, als approved September 23,
1968.by DHEW /OEO /DOL.

Gerhart,,Rolland C. Jr., State of Vermont, Child Day Care'
Licensing Procedure, Document #9. Mo tpelier,'Vermont, December,
1970.

'f r.
1 '0-
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Gerhart, 1Vland C. Jr., State of Vermont Child Day Care-
Licensing Precodurel Document #10. Montpelier, Vermont,
December, 1972.

HR 16311 Family Assistance Act,of 1.970, NoVemfAer 5, 1970.

Social Security Act, as amended 1971,

Vermont 4-C Manual State of Vermont; Offide of Child Development
Montpelier, Vermont, 1970.

Vermont Interim Guidelines al.d Operating Procedures for ;'AP 1).y

Caro. State of Vermont Office of ChildDevelopment: Montpelir,
Vermont, August, 1971..

Vermont FAP pretest files were obtained from- the follewing
People:

Allen, Jodie
Bruce, Preston
Cronin, Mary Jane
Day Care and Child Development Council of Ariv,rica, Inc.
Granatoi, Sam

CONTRACTS

Contractshetween the State. ofV6rmont Office of Econcmfic.
Opportunity and:

Bennington County Early Child Development, Inc.,of
Bennington, Vermont;

Bristol, Vermont 'Early Childhood Education Corp., of
Bristol, Vermont.; 1

Central Vermont 4-C Comm.Ntee, Inc., of
Montpelier, Vermpnt;

4-C ComMittee of Chittenden.County, Inc., of
,Burlington, Vermont;

.Franklin County cOmmunIty Action Panel, Inc., of
Franklin County, Vermont;

Randplph Community Action Group, Inc., of
Randolph,' Vermont

Northea'st KingdoM 4-C Committeef Inc.-, of
Newport, Vermont

Lamoile Ceiunty)O-C.Committee, Inc. , of
Lamoile County, Vermont

Rutland Area 4-C Committee; Inc. ,' of
Rutland, Vermont

Windham County,4-C Committee, Inc.,, of
Windham Cbunty, Vermont

Windsor Cdunty 4-C CoMmit ep, Inc. , of
Windsor County,,Vermo t
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'D /HEW- Vermont Contract

OEO -HEW Agreement

Mathematica, Inc.- Vermont Contract

Thiokol-Vermont Contract

Contracts between the State of Vermont Office of Child
Development and:

Bennington County Early Child Development, Inc,
of Bennington, Vermont;

Central Vermont 4-CCommittee, Inc., of Montpelier,
Vermont;

Champlain Valley 4-C Committee, Inc. of Burlington,
. Vermont;
Northeast Kingdom 4-C Committee, Inc.,

Vermont;
Lamoille County 4-C Committee, Inc

County, Vermont;
Rutland Area 4-C Committee, Inc., of Rutlan

Vermont;
Windham 6eunty 4-C Committee, Inc., of Windh m

County, Vermont;.
Windsor County 4-C Committee, Inc., of Win or'

County, Vermont.

PAMPHL ERIOD1CALS AND NEWSPAPERS,

Children's Bureau, ice of Child DevelOpment, D/HEW.
Daytime Progr ror Chil401n. Washington, D. C. , 1967.

Day Care and Chj,ld Development Council of AmeriCa,Ine.:
A Voice for Children. Washington; b. C :, 1'971.

Day Care and Child Development Council of America, Inc.
Community Cooi-dfnatedChild Care; Concepts, Goals and.
Operations. Washington, D., C., 1970. -

Day Care and Child Development Council.of America, Inc.
Gently Scan Your Brother Man.. Washington, D. C.,.1971:

Office of Education, D/HEW. Child Development.
Washington, D. C.: American Education, 1971.

of Newport,

of Lamoille

Office of Child Developmgpt, D/HEW. Day-Care for Your
Children-. Washington, 1970.

; A

State Government News. Welfare. Vo0ume.14, No. y.
Washington, D. C. 1971. .

U. S. Department of Labor. 11Who.are the Working Mothers?
Washington, D.. C., 1970. .

Rutland Daily Herald, "Child Development Agency Urges
Continuing Program." July 15, 19.71.
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The Washington Post. "Child Care Vlan Defended by HEW."
. Washington; D.C., September 23, 1971.

o . .

The Washington Post: "New Agency to Set Child Care Policy.'"
.Washington, D. C., july 30,'1971.

The Washington Post. "Mayor's Panel.UrgesExpanded
Child Care . " `Washington, .3,1, 1971. '.

The Washington Post. -"Day Care passes House Committee."
Washington, D. C., September 24, 1971.'

The Burlington Free PreSs. "State to Propose New Day
Care Setup" MonET07.17 VermOnt, July 15, 1971.

Gray, David, "No Cut in Day Care Enrollment Seen",
Caledonian-Record,.St,'Johnsbury, Vermont; April 27, 1972
(See Appendix R-2 fOr full reprint.)

.

Monsarnat, Nick, "Day Care. Centers to Get Less Money, More
Kids", Rutland Daily Herald, May 4, 1972.

. STUDIES AND REPORTS

Auerbach.. Special Stud/ on Federally-Subsidized Day Care
on the Labor Force - Activity of Mothers ih the urban' PAP
Population, and th,Associatpd Program Co ts
Philadelphia,,Pa., February 10, 1971.,

ABT Associates; Inc, A Study in Child Care 1970-1971.
Volumes I-II. Cambridge, Mass., April, 1971.

. , .
.

Day,Care,and Child Development of Ameri'pa, Inc.
.Community Coordinated Child Care--A Federal Partnership in
Behalf of Children. Washington, D. C.. December.31, 1971.

Mathematica, Inc..:Vermont Planning Study Survey.
Volumes I-II, Montpelier, Vermont, 1970.

Mathematica, Inc. Vermont State Family Assistance
.

Program Planning Papers--Development of.FAP Pretest,in
Vermont. Volumes. I-VI. Montpelier; Vermont,-1-971.

The Center. for the Study 'of Public Policy. FinOeport of
an 0E0 Impact Study of Day Care. Cambridge, Mass.,
February, 1971.

Westinghouse Learning CorporatiOn and Westat Research, Inc.
Day. Care Survey--1970. Washington, D. C., April, 1971.

Report of Federal Interagency Day Care ReguirementsProgram
Quality Assessment. State of Vermont, Office, of Child Develop,-
ment. Rolland C. Gerhart, Jr. Montpelier, Vermont', pril1972. .

Kirschner AssOciates, Inc. Review and Summary of the Parent-
Child Center Progxam. Progress Report #16. Department of
Health, Education and Welfare; Office of Child Development.
March, 1970.


